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INTRODUCTION 
All organizational members have perceptions of their 
organization from within (Schneider, 1975; Tagiuri, 1968). 
The collection of these perceptions are of ten ref erred to in 
the literature as an organizational "climate." These percep-
tions may play a part in the process of member commitment by 
providing information used in decisions made about behavior in 
the organization. That is, the climate of an organization may 
affect an employee's commitment. For an organization to 
manage member commitment levels an examination of its climate 
should be useful. 
Organizations require appropriate commitment levels from 
their employees to survive and achieve organizational goals 
(Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). Without commitment, organi-
zational members probably will not work beyond low producti vi-
ty levels. With too little commitment, an organization may 
not achieve its most basic goals, and without minimal commit-
ment, theoretically, organizational members may all leave and 
the organization will cease to exist. With high levels of 
commitment, an organization is more likely to achieve its 
goals, and is likely to have less member attrition. 
Members of an organization seek to understand the social 
environment in which they live (Schneider, 1975). An integral 
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part of this process includes forming specific and global 
perceptions of the environment. For individuals experiencing 
the organization, the collection of these perceptions forms 
the psychosocial climate. Consensus of such perceptions may 
occur at particular levels of aggregation (e.g. entire 
organization, division, functional group, friendship group, 
proximity group, etc.). In some situations, a common climate 
may prevail within functional areas of an organization, or 
other subparts. Often climates are not common, however, and 
perceptions of the organization may vary from one individual 
to the next. 
Psychological climate can be a factor in an 
organization's success or failure. For example, Bowers (1983) 
explains the air traffic controller walkout and subsequent 
firings in 1981 in terms of the psychological environment. 
Management and the controllers had very discrepant views of 
the climate that resulted in a walkout. The walkout was 
considered illegal, was not resolved through negotiation, and 
ended in the dismissal of 11,500 controllers followed by a 
scramble to address the subsequent shortage of controllers. 
Organizations may become more productive with their 
current staff by managing member commitment optimally. To 
understand and change commitment, influences on commitment 
must be studied. One potentially important influence on 
commitment is the psychosocial climate within areas of the 
organization. This study examines the relationship. between 
3 
several aspects of climate perceptions and organizational 
commitment. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Psychological Climate 
Definitions. Climate has been defined in many ways over 
the past five decades (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939). 
Forehand and Gilmer• s (1964) definition of organizational 
climate was among the earliest cited: "The set of characteris-
tics that describe an organization and that (a) distinguish 
the organization from other organizations, (b) are relatively 
enduring over time, and (c) influence the behavior of people 
in the organization" (p. 24). This definition illustrates the 
breadth of earlier definitions, which have been criticized for 
redundancy with other organizational behavior concepts espe-
cially job satisfaction (Guion, 1973; Johannes son, 1973) . 
Other similarly broad definitions include Tagiuri•s (1968, 
p.27), 
Organizational climate is a relatively enduring 
quality of the environment of an organization that 
(a) is experienced by its members, (b) influences 
their behavior, and (c) can be described in terms 
of the values of a particular set of characteris-
tics (or attributes) of the organization. 
In response to criticism of redundancy and generality, more 
recent definitions have been somewhat more specific. For 
example, Schneider (1975) defines climate perceptions as 
"molar perceptions that people have of their work settings ... 
4 
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have a psychological unity being based on actual or inferred 
events, practices and procedures that occur in the daily life 
of a system" (p. 473). James and Sells (1981) define climate 
as cognitive representations of proximal environments that 
have psychological meaning. Field and Abelson (1982) refer to 
climate as "a perceptual interpretation of the environment, 
and each person has their own perception" (p. 197). 
One criticism leveled against the climate construct was 
that it was not sufficiently different from satisfaction (e.g. 
Johanesson, 1973). Schneider (1975) points out that climate 
and satisfaction differ in definition primarily by level of 
affect. Climate refers to descriptive perceptions; 
satisfaction refers to evaluative perceptions. In response to 
Johanesson' s claim that climate and satisfaction measures were 
too closely related, Schneider and Alderfer (1973) showed that 
some items used in satisfaction measures are descriptive 
climate-type items, thus exaggerating correlations between the 
two constructs. In addition, Payne (1973 cited in Schneider, 
1975) showed that there were higher correlations between dif-
ferent satisfaction measures than between satisfaction and 
climate measures. 
The appropriate theoretical and operational level of 
analysis or aggregation was another definitional controversy 
of the climate construct. James and Jones (1974), noting that 
previous climate research has used both an aggregate organi-
zational and an individual level of analysis, suggest use of 
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the term "psychological climate" when referring to an indi-
vidual unit of analysis and "organizational climate" when 
referring to an attribute of an entire organization. Field 
and Abelson (1982) proposed a model which would specify the 
existence of collective or organizational climates only when 
sufficient consensus occurs. James, Joyce, and Slocum (1988) 
concur that consensus is required for organizational climate 
to exist and maintain that aggregates of psychological climate 
(i.e. organizational climate) are still psychological since 
they are based on individual phenomena. Glick (1985) proposes 
that climate may exist as a worthwhile construct at several 
levels (individual, group, or organizational), and that each 
must be studied empirically rather than excluded by defini-
tion. That is, organizational climate is an organizational 
attribute and is primarily sociological rather than 
psychological (Glick, 1988). Glick also suggests that the 
three (or more) levels of climate may be related and that 
these potential relationships should be a focus of study. 
For present purposes, psychological climate will be 
defined as the set of perceptions about various global and 
specific aspects of an organization and its subunits. This is 
in line with Rousseau (1988) who states that "Climate is a 
content-free concept, denoting in a sense generic perceptions 
of the context in which an individual behaves and responds" 
(p. 140). The term psychological climate is used in 
accordance with the suggestions by James and Jones (1974) and 
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Field and Abelson (1982) as representing an individual level 
of analysis and that the term organizational climate be 
reserved for aggregate climates when consensus occurs at 
levels higher than the individual. 
Dimensions of climate. Koys and DeCotiis (1991) noted 80 
labeled dimensions of climate in a review of the literature. 
In their own study, they produced eight nonorthogonal 
descriptive dimensions which they believed to cover optimally 
those described in the literature and which were borne out by 
their own oblique factor analysis. Using 367 returned 
questionnaires with 40 items from managerial employees of a 
national restaurant chain, they performed a principal 
components analysis with a Kaiser normalization and oblique 
rotation. This resulted in a factor pattern similar to the 
dimensions produced from their literature review. An attempt 
was made to replicate these results with moderate success, but 
with an inadequately sized sample of 84 MBA students holding 
full time positions. The primary dimensions of psychological 
climate as described by Koys and DeCotiis (1991) are: 
1) Autonomy - The perception of self-determination 
with respect to work procedures, goals, and 
priorities. 
2) Cohesion - The perceptions of togetherness or 
sharing within the organization setting, including 
the willingness of members of providing material 
aid. 
3) Trust - The perception of freedom to communicate 
openly with members at higher organizational levels 
about sensitive or personal issues with the 
expectation that the integrity of such 
communications will not be violated. 
4) Pressure - The perception of time demands with 
respect to task completion and performance 
standards. 
5) ' Support - The perception of the tolerance of 
member behavior by superiors, including the 
willingness to let members learn from their 
mistakes without fear from reprisal. 
6) Recognition The perception that member 
contributions to the organization are acknowledged. 
7) Fairness - The perception that organizational 
practices are equitable and nonarbi trary or 
capricious. 
8) Innovation The perception that change and 
creativity are encouraged, including risk-taking 
into new areas or areas where the member has little 
or no prior experience. 
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James and James (1989) have proposed a model of a single 
higher order factor termed PCg that explains common variance 
among environmental perceptions. "PC" is an acronym for 
psychological climate and the subscript "g" refers to a 
"general" factor. Using the psychological climate inventory 
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described by James and Sells (1981) and administered to four 
samples (U.S. Navy personnel, systems analysts, production 
line workers in manufacturing, and firefighters yielding one 
of the largest samples in the climate literature, more than 
5, 000 respondents; originally reported in Jones & James, 
1979), the data were fit to a model assuming four correlated 
intermediate factors which explain 17 first order conceptual 
factors (nonorthogonal dimensions of psychological climate) . 
The four intermediate factors were in turn explained by a 
single general higher order factor. Confirmatory factor 
analysis across the four samples representing different types 
of workers or organizational members demonstrated an accept-
able fit among four separate samples of workers for the single 
higher order factor model. James and James believe that the 
factor represents personal benefit or harm from the environ-
mental situation. Construct validity of the interpretation of 
the higher order factor was demonstrated by showing that the 
higher order factor correlated with a measure of job 
satisfaction (Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire), but not 
with several other theoretically unrelated variables including 
achievement motivation, self-esteem, and rigidity. 
Schneider (1990) has proposed that dimensions of 
psychological climate can be either global or specific. 
Schneider uses the example of service climate, or the climate 
necessary to support a superior service organization, as an 
example of a set of specific dimensions of climate (e.g. 
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material support for service, service rewards, or an enthusi-
ast orientation toward service) . Another specific dimension 
that has been studied is safety (Zohar, 1980). The suggestion 
that dimensions of climate can be facet-specific, or global 
(e.g. trust) with respect to a large domain of organizational 
facets or specific perceptual foci is consistent with Rousse-
au's (1988) definition which submits that climate is a 
content-free concept. That is, climate can concern any aspect 
of an organization, and as Glick (1985) describes, it is 
useful for studying an important intersection of the person 
and the organization. In this sense, there may be no unique 
dimension of climate that does not belong in terms of its 
primary focus to a larger area of study (e.g. leadership or 
communication). However, climate allows the multidimensional 
study of the intersection of the individual and the 
organizational environment which is not available when 
limiting the focus to a single process or dimension. 
Consequences of climate. Theoretically, climate is 
considered to be an important modifier of the relationship 
between organizational inputs and outputs (Likert, 1967). 
Commonly considered inputs, like physical environment, 
personnel composition, policies, managerial styles, and 
organizational structure, do not lead directly to the level of 
various outputs such as productivity, efficiency, satisfac-
tion, quality of work life, product quality, and survival of 
the organization. Instead, the perceptions of organizational 
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members (and in some cases external participants such as 
customers, consultants, inspectors, vendors, etc.) affect 
their decisions about how to behave within the organization. 
For example, a manager might assemble what he or she considers 
to be a good set of workers. These workers might prove less 
productive than originally expected if they perceive insuffi-
cient autonomy, support, or productivity reward contingencies, 
etc. The manager might be confused as to why production is 
lower than expected without examining the climate, i.e. the 
perceptions of the workers. Obviously, there are other 
modifiers of the relationship between organizational inputs 
and outputs, such as the composition and interaction of the 
existing personnel. However, climate is proposed to interact 
with all of these. 
Litwin (Litwin, 1968; Litwin & Stringer, 1968) conducted 
an important experiment with simulated business organizations 
that demonstrates some of the possible potent effects of 
climate. Three simulated businesses were created with a 
separate emphasis on leadership styles: 1) power oriented, 2) 
affiliation oriented, and 3) achievement oriented. Each 
business had 15 paid members and a president who was a member 
of the research staff. Each produced miniature models of radar 
equipment from "erector set" parts. The experiment ran for a 
two week period encompassing eight working days of about six 
hours each. The power oriented group stressed "seriousness, 
order, and relative status." The affiliation oriented group 
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stressed "friendly, cooperative behavior, group loyalty, and 
teamwork." The achievement oriented group stressed innova-
tion, competition, and recognition for performance. A climate 
questionnaire was administered once during each week as a 
manipulation check with scales for each of the following 
climate dimensions: structure, responsibility, risk, reward, 
warmth and support, and conflict. Analysis of variance showed 
that the three groups did vary on each of the six climate 
dimensions along predicted lines (e.g. the power oriented 
group showed higher structure scores and lower risk scores 
relative to the other groups). Observational and interview 
data also showed that three distinct climates were developing. 
Aroused motivations were measured by content analysis of 
written reports on participants' thoughts and feelings during 
the simulation following Atkinson's (1958) methods. These 
showed that the power oriented group started and stayed low in 
terms of need for achievement, and grew lower still in terms 
of need for affiliation. Need for power also grew. The 
achievement oriented group grew in terms of need for ach-
ievement, and dropped in terms of need for power. The 
affiliation oriented group dropped in terms of need for 
achievement, and stayed the highest among the three groups but 
did not change in terms of need for affiliation. 
The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) was also 
given before and after the simulation. The CPI showed 
significant changes such that the power oriented group became 
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"less content with themselves, less accepting of others, and 
more anxious and impatient." While the affiliation oriented 
group did not change, the achievement oriented group "tended 
to grow in responsibility, patience, and resourcefulness" (p. 
187) . 
In terms of performance, the achievement oriented group 
made the most profit and developed the most new products. In 
comparison, the power oriented group made a modest prof it, 
while the affiliation oriented group showed a modest loss. In 
terms of satisfaction, both the affiliation oriented and the 
achievement oriented groups were high. Only the power 
oriented group was low on satisfaction. 
This study showed that climates can be created by 
manipulating leadership styles, and that such climates can 
affect specific motivational patterns. Even theoretically 
stable personality traits can show change in a limited time 
frame. Both performance and satisfaction were also affected. 
The fact that these effects were demonstrated with a less than 
full-time simulation in a two week period implies that much 
greater effects might be produced by climates in a long term 
organizational situation in which people have vested careers 
and financial needs. In addition, if climate does affect 
organizational members' personalities as well as motivations, 
satisfactions, and productivities, then these effects are 
likely to be broad in scope. As such, an organizational 
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climate may affect aspects of a member's extraorganizational 
life (intrapsychic, family, political life, etc.). 
There is mixed empirical field evidence with respect to 
the consequences of climate. Gavin and Howe (1975) studied 
four separate organizations and found that climate did not 
predict performance. On the other hand, Pritchard and 
Karasick (1973) found that climate did predict organizational 
subunit performance. Repetti (1987) found that psychological 
well-being was predictable on the basis of the social environ-
ment at work in a bank setting. 
Schneider (1975) suggested a possible resolution to the 
contradictory findings. Schneider (1974 cited in Schneider, 
1975) measured the climates of 50 insurance agencies and found 
that the correlation between initial scores on a test of new 
agents (the type of test is not specified but it is implied to 
be an aptitude test) and their performance after one year on 
the job was only .07 (N was approximately 700). However, 
after clustering the agencies based on their climate measures, 
it was found that the initial test predicted later performance 
much better in some of the clusters than others. Schneider 
suggests that performance is related to climate in that some 
climates allow for more full expression of employee ability 
than others. In this study, the cluster climate with the 
highest correlation (.26) was highest on supervisory support, 
concern for new employees, agent autonomy, agency morale, 
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average on supervisory structure, and lowest on intra-agency 
conflict. 
Schneider (1975) cites two other studies that demonstrate 
similar findings (Ferguson & Hopkins, 1951; Ghiselli, 1966). 
The Ferguson and Hopkins study showed that the predictability 
of life insurance agents' performance from an aptitude battery 
varied with a measure of management quality such that predict-
ability was highest with the highest management quality. The 
Ghiselli study showed that aptitude test scores predict 
training criteria better than on the job criteria, where 
Schneider points out that training sessions probably produce 
a climate more conducive to the expression of individual 
differences. 
Organizational Corrunitment 
Definitions. Like climate, corrunitment has a variety of 
definitions. For example: 
The bond between managers and organizations ... a 
complex attitude which can be parceled into three 
components: (a) a sense of identification with the 
organizational mission, (b) a sense of involvement 
or psychological irrunersion in one's organizational 
duties, and (c) a sense of loyalty and affection 
for the organization, indicated by an unwillingness 
to depart for other opportunities. (Buchanan, 
1974, p. 340) 
... the strength of an individual's identification 
with and involvement in a particular organization. 
Such corrunitment can generally be characterized by 
at least three factors: (a) a strong belief in and 
acceptance of the organization's goals and values; 
(b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on 
behalf of the organization; (c) a definite desire 
to maintain organizational membership. (Porter, 
Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974, p. 604) 
Commitments come into being when a person, by 
making a side-bet links extraneous interests with a 
consistent line of activity. (Becker, 1960, p. 32) 
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Some (e.g. Meyer & Allen, 1984) have proposed that there are 
two types of commitment. One involves attitudinal components, 
such as identification with an organization, and the second 
involves intent to stay with an organization based on cost 
concerns and calculative involvement based on an economic 
rationale (Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972). Meyer and Allen refer 
to these as "affective" and "continuance" commitment 
respectively. Affective commitment refers to positive 
feelings of identification with, attachment to, and involve-
ment in an organization. Continuance commitment is also based 
on Becker's (1960) view of commitment as the result of the 
increasing importance of "side-bets" over time. Becker's 
side-bets ref er to factors that were not central to the 
original decision to join an organization, but that become 
central as things change over time. For example, the employee 
who decides to stay with organization due to continuance 
commitment may be concerned with such things as losing fringe 
benefits associated with seniority such as medical insurance, 
retirement pension, or organization- specific skills. An 
organizational member may be committed by such side-bets 
irrespective of their feelings toward the organization. 
Brooke, Russell, and Price (1988) have demonstrated the 
discriminant validity of organizational commitment as measured 
by the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Porter, 
17 
Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974) when compared with job 
satisfaction and job involvement. 
Consequences of commitment. Mowday, Porter, and Steers 
(1982) reviewed research available at the time examining the 
effect of commitment on job performance, tenure with the 
organization, absenteeism, tardiness, and turnover. Of these, 
job performance has shown the least correlation with 
commitment. Mowday et al. explain this by noting that 
commitment is only one of several theoretical influences on 
job performance, and that although the studies reviewed did 
not always show significant correlations they did approach 
significance and were in the predicted direction such that 
higher levels of commitment were related to higher levels of 
job performance. 
Studies of tenure and corrunitment 
positive correlations between the two. 
have shown strong 
Mowday et al. point 
out that it is unclear whether commitment leads to increased 
tenure or whether tenure increases commitment or both. 
Regarding absenteeism, there is mixed evidence. Theoretically 
this is not troubling since organizational commitment is only 
one of several expected influences on absenteeism. For 
example, extraorganizational corrunitments and the nature of the 
job also affect attendance. Nonetheless, Mowday, Porter, and 
Steers (1982) report that about half of the studies reviewed 
showed a significant relationship between commitment and 
attendance. One study reviewed showed that corrunitted employ-
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ees were more likely to be at work on time. Perhaps most 
important theoretically is turnover. The most basic of 
commitment behaviors is probably continued membership in an 
organization. These reviewers state that turnover has been 
shown to be related to commitment in 10 out of 11 analyses 
from 6 studies reviewed. Those less committed (in some cases 
from the first day of organizational membership) were more 
likely to leave within the time period studied. 
It has been shown that affective commitment is associat-
ed with job performance and promotability with first level 
managers in a food service organization (Meyer, Paunonen, 
Gellatly, Goffin, & Jackson, 1989). Continuance commitment 
was shown to be negatively associated with job performance and 
promotability. This seems to imply that continuance commit-
ment does not motivate effective job performance, perhaps even 
the opposite. Affective commitment may motivate the person 
beyond merely maintaining membership, or those who perform 
well for whatever reason tend to feel more affectively 
committed. It was interesting that affective and continuance 
commitment were not correlated (r =.01 in Meyer, Paunonen, 
Gellatly, Goffin, & Jackson, 1989 and r =- .01 in Meyer & 
Allen, 19 84) . 
Climate and Commitment 
There have been several studies which hypothesize or 
demonstrate a relationship between climate and commitment 
(Jacofsky & Slocum, 1988; Welsch & Lavan, 1981; Witt, 1989). 
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These studies have used a variety of measures of climate and 
a variety of measures of commitment. 
An important theoretical influence on commitment is the 
expected level of various characteristics of other organiza-
tions to which people believe they are likely or able to gain 
entry. In other words, what people can get somewhere else 
affects how committed they are to their current organization. 
For example, during times of recession when fewer jobs are 
available people may become more committed to their current 
job for fear of not being able to secure another. Or con-
versely, if one's impression is such that she or he is in 
demand at many other organizations of a similar or better 
perceived nature, he or she will probably feel less committed 
to his or her current job. Commitment resulting from 
comparison with alternative organizations stems from the ideas 
of Thibaut and Kelley (1986) who proposed the construct of a 
comparison level of alternatives (CL-alt). CL-alt refers to 
one's expected level of outcomes in an alternative dyad or 
group. Commitment to a dyad or group is defined as the degree 
to which an observed level of outcomes in a current dyad or 
group is greater than the CL-alt. 
Another demonstrated influence on commitment is a global 
dimension of climate, perceived organizational support. 
Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-Lamastro (1990) defined 
perceived organizational support as the degree to which an 
organization values the contributions of its employees and 
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cares for their well-being. It was demonstrated that per-
ceived organizational support predicted several types of 
commitment. In their first of two studies published together, 
Eisenberger et al. (1990) showed that perceived organizational 
support was clearly related to absenteeism and performance 
evaluation. Organization members in the upper tercile of 
perceived organizational support had half the absenteeism rate 
of the lower tercile. Performance ratings by immediate 
supervisors were significantly predicted by perceived 
organizational support such that those with higher perceived 
support were rated higher. 
In their second study (Eisenberger, et al., 1990), 
perceived organizational support significantly predicted 
innovation, affective attachment, and performance-reward 
expectancies. Hourly and managerial employees at a steel 
plant were given questionnaires. Innovation was measured by 
rating responses to an optional open-ended question asking for 
ideas to improve communication and productivity. These 
responses were then evaluated by the researchers• assistants 
(with demonstrated reliability) in terms of their construc-
tiveness. Affective attachment (identification with the 
organization) and performance-reward expectancies were both 
measured with previously published sets of questionnaire 
items. Innovation constructiveness, affective attachment, and 
performance-reward expectancies were all higher with higher 
perceived organizational support. 
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The significance of the Eisenberger et al. (1990) studies 
is that they show a clear relationship between an aspect of 
psychological climate (perceived organizational support) and 
several correlates of organizational commitment (absenteeism, 
diligence, innovation, and identification) . It can also be 
argued that the performance-reward expectancies are an aspect 
of climate, and are important in their likelihood to be used 
in judgments about organizationally committed behavior. As 
suggested by Schneider (1975) and implied by Likert (1967), 
individuals build a cognitive map of the organization using 
their perceptions and inf er expectancies which lead the 
individual toward organizationally committed behaviors. This 
may not be the only route to committed behaviors on the part 
of organizational members, however it seems clear that the 
development of performance-reward expectancies are vital to 
linking perceptions of the environment to behaviors that 
affect organizational outcomes. Jacofsky and Slocum (1988), 
in a longitudinal study of climate in a newly established 
hotel, found that intention to quit was negatively correlated 
with all seven dimensions of climate included in their study 
at two points in time. 
Another way to view the results found by Eisenberger et 
al. (1990) and Jacofsky and Slocum (1988) is that many 
organizational members prefer a Theory Y type of climate. 
Theory Y was proposed by McGregor (1960) as a general 
optimistic approach to management. Theory Y managers assume 
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that employees want to be productive and are inherently 
creative. Theory x managers assume that employees are 
inherently lazy, not creative, and must be watched carefully. 
Welsch and Lavan (1981) also found that a participative 
climate, thus with a Theory Y flavor, was positively related 
to corrunitment. For Jacofsky and Slocum (1988), it appears 
that the climate scales were coded such that higher positive 
scores reflected more positive climates from a Theory Y 
perspective. 
using the Litwin and Stringer (1968) 36-item revised 
Organizational Climate Questionnaire and two measures of 
corrunitment, Witt (1989) surveyed 106 bank employees. Corrunit-
ment was measured using the 15-item Organization Corrunitment 
Questionnaire (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974) which 
measures identification with, effort expenditure for, and 
desire to maintain membership in an organization. Also, the 
Hrebeniak and Alutto (1972) measure of calculative involvement 
was used to measure corruni tment from an exchange theory 
perspective. Although the thrust of this study assessed 
differences between males and females, the correlations 
between each corruni tment scale and the Li twin and Stringer 
climate dimensions were reported. Of the ten climate dimen-
sions, seven correlated significantly with the OCQ, and nine 
correlated significantly with the calculative involvement 
scale. Further, when the effects of age, salary, and tenure 
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were partialled out, nine of the ten climate dimensions were 
significantly correlated with each measure of commitment. 
Obviously, commitment to an organization is not the only 
commitment which members have. Other types of commitment, 
such as to one's family, religion, hobby, union, or profession 
may compete with or complement organizational commitment. 
Welsch and Lavan (1981) found that professional commitment did 
not necessarily conflict with commitment to the organization. 
Instead; organizations that allowed more professional type 
behavior showed higher organizational commitment levels 
amongst people who were also professionally committed. 
Not all organizations (or subunits) will function well 
under a Theory Y type of climate. For example, a military 
unit in combat requires immediate dictatorial type leadership 
to be effective. Another example might be a firm where the 
personnel come from and prefer a very structured and/or 
authoritarian background. Since environments and the people 
that inhabit them are diverse, it may be the person-climate 
congruence that most affects commitment. The degree to which 
an experienced climate conforms to the pref erred climate may 
positively influence commitment. 
Person-climate congruence. Person-climate congruence is 
the degree to which a person's ideal climate fits the current 
perceived climate. The affective evaluation of this fit is 
satisfaction (Schneider, 1975), but the difference between the 
desired and observed level of each dimension of the climate is 
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logically primary to any such evaluation. As such, it should 
play into some decisions on the part of organizational members 
in terms of their identification with the organization, 
expending extra effort toward organizational goals, and 
intention to stay. In other words, the current-ideal climate 
discrepancy influences an organizational member's commitment. 
For example, if organizational members pref er or are 
more comfortable with high degrees of structure (e.g. clear 
guidelines for work, close supervision, explicit instructions, 
etc.) then they would probably be more likely to want to work 
in an organization where they perceive a high degree of 
structure. If they were members of an organization with a low 
degree of perceived structure they would be more likely to 
find it aversive, frustrating, or at least different from 
their preferred organizational setting. 
Since no organization is likely to provide a perfect 
person-climate congruence, each member must tolerate some 
degree of discrepancy. Certain dimensions of climate may be 
more likely to impact commitment processes than others. Using 
Koys and DeCotiis' (1991) summary of climate dimensions, it 
might be expected that there will be more variance in terms of 
ideal levels of autonomy, cohesion, innovation, trust, 
pressure, and recognition than there would be with support or 
fairness. It is difficult to imagine that an organizational 
member would not want to be supported, or dealt with fairly. 
In other words, the preferred climate is expected to be the 
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maximum for support and fairness. If this is the case, then 
the score on the current climate dimension will be as 
predictive of commitment as the congruence score, although 
conceptually congruence is still the important construct. 
Recognition is included with those dimensions that are likely 
to affect commitment because it is hypothesized that some 
organizational members might prefer to blend in with their 
social surroundings; standing out may be aversive for some and 
thus they would prefer a climate where recognition is low. 
Consider, for example, an employee who prefers to stay in a 
steady state, maintain the status quo, not work too hard, and 
not be bothered. This person may prefer less autonomy, more 
cohesion, more trust, less pressure, and less recognition than 
most people. 
OVERVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 
This study employed a survey of employees of ten 
organizations. A questionnaire measured aspects of current, 
ideal, and possible alternative climates and affective and 
continuance commitment. The analysis focused on a 
hypothesized relationship between psychological climate and 
organizational commitment. 
The first hypothesis was that the congruence between 
organizational members' preferred climate and their current 
climate will be a better predictor of both affective and 
continuance commitment than will the current climate scores 
alone. Previous studies of the relationship of climate to 
commitment have used only the currently experienced climate as 
reported by organizational members (Jacofsky & Slocum, 1988; 
Welsch & La Van, 1981; Witt, 1989). This is a possible 
explanation for the variable results reported with respect to 
the pattern of the relationship. If congruence is the real 
component that relates to commitment, then prediction of 
commitment by current-ideal congruence should be stronger and 
more consistent than prediction by the raw climate scores 
alone. 
The Thibaut and Kelley (1986) concept of commitment to 
groups as a function of the difference between a comparison 
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level of alternatives and currently observed outcomes within 
a group implies that organizational members will be more 
committed to an organization when the perceived climate of the 
current organization is preferable to the perceived climate of 
the alternative organization. Thus, the second hypothesis was 
that the degree of discrepancy (the reverse of congruence) 
between the perceived climate of an alternative organization 
and the current climate both relative to the ideal climate 
will predict continuance commitment such that when the current 
climate is more discrepant from the pref erred climate than the 
alternative climate commitment will be lower. 
Obviously, climate is 
various types of commitment, 
not the sole antecedent for 
but it is proposed to be a 
significant factor for the complete understanding of commit-
ment. Thus, it is not expected that the prediction of 
commitment by person-climate congruence and differences from 
comparison or alternative climate will be near perfect, but 
that they will contribute significantly. 
See Figure 1 for the conceptual model and Table 1 for the 
primary hypotheses. 
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Table 1 
Primary Hypotheses 
1. Person-climate congruence ("current fit", the distance 
between current and ideal climate) predicts affective commit-
ment (in terms of autonomy, cohesion, trust, pressure, 
recognition, fairness, innovation, and service) better than 
the current climate scores alone. 
2. Fit differential (the relative distances of current and 
alternative climates to ideal climate) predicts continuance 
commitment better than current climate scores alone. 
CURRENT 
CLil1ATE 
CURRENT 
FIT 
AFFECTIVE 
COl1l1ITl1ENT 
PREFERRED 
CLil1ATE 
ALTERNATIVE 
CLil1ATE 
ALTERNATIVE 
FIT 
FIT 
DIFFERENTIAL 
CONTINUANCE 
COl1l1ITl1ENT 
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Figure 1. Illustration of hypothesized relationships between 
aspects of climate and commitment. 
METHOD 
Sample 
Data were collected from employees of ten organizations. 
Three companies were large (with hundreds or thousands of 
members) and seven were small (less than 20 members) . The 
three large companies were each in the office supply industry; 
two were manufacturers and one was a distributor. The seven 
small organizations included a used food packaging machinery 
dealer, a dentist's office, a chiropractor's office, two 
preschools, a hair salon, and a stained glass store. The 
large companies each had multiple sites where data were 
collected. The small organizations each consisted of one 
location. 
Procedure 
A questionnaire packet was given to each participant. 
The contact person in each organization received questionnaire 
packets from the investigator. The questionnaire packet 
consisted of an outer envelope, a cover letter from the 
investigator (see Appendix A for copy of the cover letter) , a 
questionnaire, and a preaddressed and prestamped return 
envelope. Return envelopes without preaffixed postage were 
distributed to one site. This was a branch of office supply 
company A, was in England and the division manager had all 
responses mailed back in one box. 
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The contact person in each organization was either the 
owner or reported directly to the owner or senior manager. 
Prepared questionnaire packets were delivered in bulk to the 
contact person, who in turn distributed them to organizational 
members. 
Measurement 
The questionnaire contained general instructions and a 
request to return the questionnaire by mail after completion. 
Instructions were also given at beginning of each major 
section (see Appendix B for copy of questionnaire) . The ques-
tionnaire contained five major sections: 
1) Climate perceptions regarding current organization 
2) Climate perceptions of an alternative organization 
3) Ideal or preferred climate 
4) Commitment (affective and continuance) 
6) Demographics 
The first section addressed nine global climate dimen-
sions patterned after Koys and Decotiis' (1991) definitions: 
autonomy, cohesion, trust, pressure, support, recognition, 
fairness, innovation, and service. The second section 
addressed perceptions of alternative organizations where the 
participant believed they would most likely to be able to gain 
employment, and the respondent's estimated likelihood of being 
able to move to this other organization. The third section 
measured respondents' ideal or preferred climate. The fourth 
section addressed commitment, and contained items measuring 
affective and continuance commitment. 
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A final section 
requested demographic information including the person's 
education, sex, age, type of position and type of suborganiza-
tional unit. 
Appendix B contains a copy of the questionnaire. 
Appendix C categorizes climate items by climate dimension. 
Appendix D lists commitment items by commitment dimension. 
Items were randomly ordered within sections, and items from 
the nine climate dimensions were presented together to reduce 
the likelihood that respondents would know and react to what 
was being measured specifically. Commitment items were also 
presented in a random order and items from both affective and 
continuance commitment were mixed. The five-point response 
format was presented by columns of numbers to the right of 
each item, with column labels indicating the meaning of each 
number (l=strongly agree, 2=somewhat agree, etc.). 
Data Coding 
Each variable was coded as one through five corresponding 
to the numbers to the right of each item on the questionnaire. 
The climate dimension scales were summed after reverse coding 
items as necessary to make higher scores indicate a greater 
degree of the named dimension. Nine climate scale scores 
(autonomy, cohesion, trust, pressure, support, recognition, 
fairness, innovation, and service) were calculated. See 
Appendix C for a list of climate items that were used for 
calculating each dimension score. 
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Four durmny variables were created to represent organi-
zation membership. All respondents were classified into one 
of the four categories, and were represented by 1 for 
membership and O for nonmembership. The first variable 
represented membership in one of the seven small 
organizations. The next three variables represented 
membership in each of the three large organizations. The 
three large organizations are all off ice supply companies, and 
will be referred to as company A, company B, and company c. 
Note that in the analyses below only three of the four durmny 
variables were used to avoid complete linear dependence. 
Two versions of the questionnaire were used. The only 
difference between the two versions was the ordering of the 
ideal and alternative climate sections. A durmny variable was 
created to represent the version of the questionnaire. This 
variable was coded as 0 for version "A" which presented the 
alternative climate section before the ideal climate section, 
and was coded 1 for version "B" which presented the ideal 
climate section before the alternative climate section. 
The variables representing "current fit" were calculated 
as the sum of absolute values of the differences between the 
parallel current and ideal climate items for each of the nine 
dimensions. Current fit is calculated as: ~ I Ci - Ii I where 
the subscript i represents the parallel items included in a 
particular climate dimension scale, C represents current 
climate, and I represents ideal climate. Smaller scores 
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indicate a closer fit and greater scores indicate a greater 
discrepancy from the ideal climate level. A current fit score 
was calculated for each of the nine climate dimensions, so 
there would be a current fit score for autonomy, cohesion, 
trust, etc. 
"Alternative fit" was calculated in a similar manner, 
substituting the alternative climate dimension items for the 
current climate items. In other words, the alternative fit 
was calculated as the sum of the absolute values of the 
differences between the alternative and ideal climate items 
for each of the nine dimensions, or as ~ I Ai - Ii I where the 
subscript i represents the i terns included in a particular 
climate dimension scale, A represents alternative climate and 
I represents ideal climate. 
A variable called "fit differential" was created to 
represent a comparison level for climates relative to an ideal 
climate based on Thibaut and Kelley's (1986) CL-alt. Fit 
differential scores were calculated by subtracting alternative 
fit from current fit. For example, if a respondent has a 
trust current fit of 10 and a trust alternative fit of 20, the 
fit differential would be -10. This variable represents the 
degree to which current climate levels are closer to ideal 
levels than are perceived alternative levels. 
Affective and continuance commitment scores were created 
by simply summing the scores for the items relevant to each 
scale. Items were reverse coded as necessary such that higher 
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scores indicated greater commitment. See Appendix D for a 
list of the items included with each type of commitment. 
RESULTS 
Response Rates 
A total of 3,104 questionnaires were distributed. 
However, approximately 50 were extras in that they were 
intended for people who had left the organizations. There 
were a total of 774 questionnaires returned, all by mail. 
Thus, the overall response rate was 24.9%. This varied by 
organization as can be seen in Table 2. 
Missing Data 
Missing data were a problem. Of the 774 respondents, 
only 174 or 19.1% had no missing data across all 5 sections of 
the questionnaire. Apparently due to the length of the 
questionnaire and the large number of items, respondent 
fatigue played a factor in that most returned questionnaires, 
including those that appeared most carefully completed, had 
occasional items without responses or multiple responses to 
single items. These respondent errors were understandable 
given the large number of items on each page. 
In order to keep most of the respondents in the analy-
sis, while using listwise deletion, respondents or cases with 
the great majority of data intact had their few missing 
responses replaced with modeled values. That is, cases were 
kept if they met a minimum tolerance level of not having more 
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Table 2 
Questionnaires Distributed and Response Rates by Organization 
Response 
Organization Distributed Returned Rate 
Preschool A 25 8 32.0% 
Preschool B 7 3 42.9% 
Used Machinery Dealer 10 5 50.0% 
Hair Salon 10 5 50.0% 
Dentist's Office 12 4 33.3% 
Chiropractor's Office 12 2 16.7% 
Stained Glass Store 7 4 57.1% 
Off ice Supply Co. A 850 144 16. 9% 
Off ice Supply Co. B 1,162 228 19.6% 
Off ice Supply Co. c 1,009 370 36.7% 
Totals 3,104 774 24. 9% 
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than two responses missing in any of the climate sections of 
49 items each and not having more than one response missing 
from the commitment section of 25 i terns. After dropping cases 
not meeting this tolerance level for missing data, regressions 
were run for each item in each section using the other items 
within the scale for a particular climate or commitment 
dimension within that section as predictors. The missing 
value was then replaced with the predicted value from the 
regression analysis using the responses of the individual with 
the missing datum. The regression analysis was run using all 
respondents with no missing data for that particular scale. 
A few cases had more than one response missing from a 
particular scale. Although these cases survived the initial 
screening for total missing items, they still had missing data 
after the regression and predicted value fill procedure. No 
modeled value would be assigned to the missing value due to 
one of the predictor items having a missing datum. These 
cases with multiple missing responses within a scale were 
dropped from some later analyses due listwise deletion. 
For example, a case with three responses missing from 
the section asking about the respondent's ideal climate would 
be dropped on the first step based on the initial missing data 
tolerance criterion. As another example, a case might have 
only one missing response from the current climate section. 
This case would survive the initial criterion of not having 
too much missing data overall, and would have the missing item 
replaced as described above. 
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In a third example, if only 
item number one from the current climate section had no 
response, then the missing response would be modeled from the 
other nonmissing items in the pressure scale. Item one was 
regressed on items 7, 9, 15, and 29 (the other pressure 
i terns) . The predicted value for this i tern would be drawn from 
this regression and would replace the missing value for item 
one. 
After this procedure, 584 cases remained in the dataset. 
Note that some analyses will include fewer cases than this due 
to multiple missing items within some scales and due to 
missing demographic variables which were not filled with 
predicted values. 
Scale Refinement 
Internal reliabilities of a priori scales were mostly 
satisfactory, but mixed. The autonomy scale's reliability was 
improved by removing two items. The service scale's reliabil-
i ty was improved by removing one i tern. See Table 3 for 
internal reliabilities of climate section scales. The final 
internal reliabilities for affective and continuance 
commitment were .93 and .73 respectively. 
Distributional Characteristics of Main Variables 
The two dependent variables were affective commitment 
and continuance commitment. Both are somewhat negatively 
skewed. Skewness for affective commitment was - .36, and 
skewness for continuance corrunitment was -.46. See Table 4 for 
40 
Table 3 
Final Internal Reliabilities for Climate Scales 
Dimension Current Ideal Alternative 
Autonomy .66 .59 .64 
Cohesion .86 .82 .86 
Trust .71 .64 .73 
Pressure .62 .57 .63 
Support .81 .76 .83 
Recognition .77 .77 .80 
Fairness .80 .76 .81 
Innovation .69 .71 .78 
Service .75 .76 .84 
Note. gs were either 583 or 584. 
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skewness of the 27 climate scales. Distributions that were 
typical in terms of skewness for the climate dimensions are 
displayed in histograms in Figure 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4. 
Affective commitment, composed of 15 items coded one 
through five, could range from a minimum of 15 to a maximum of 
75. In this sample, the scores ranged from 17 to 75, with a 
mean of 53.5 and a standard deviation of 12.3. Continuance 
commitment, composed of 10 items coded one through five, could 
range from a minimum of 10 to a maximum of 50. The sample 
data scores ranged from 12 to 48, with a mean of 33.2 and a 
standard deviation of 6.9. 
All but two of the nine climate dimensions were composed 
of five items coded one through five, thus they could range 
from five to 25. 
from three to 15. 
from eight to 40. 
Autonomy, based on three items, could range 
Service, based on eight items, could range 
All nine current climate dimensions were 
negatively skewed in this sample. As well, all nine 
alternative climate dimensions and all nine ideal climate 
dimensions were also negatively skewed. Descriptive informa-
tion for the current climate dimensions is presented in 
Table 5. 
Equivalence of Sample from England 
One branch from Company C was in England, thus raising 
the concern that there may be international or cultural 
differences in the English group that could affect the testing 
of the hypotheses. 
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Figure 2. current cohesion histogram against normal 
distribution (dots represent normal distribution) . 
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Figure 3. Ideal support histogram against normal distribution 
(dots represent normal distribution) . 
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Figure 4. Alternative recognition histogram against normal 
distribution (dots represent normal distribution) . 
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Table 4 
Skewness of Climate Scale Scores 
Dimension Current Ideal Alternative 
Autonomy -.35 - . 4 7 - . 27 
Cohesion - . 45 -1. 60 - . 54 
Trust -.36 -1. 08 - . 42 
Pressure - . 41 - . 28 - . 30 
Support - . 55 -1.12 -.57 
Recognition -.29 -1. 53 - . 54 
Fairness - . 20 -1.46 - . 56 
Innovation - . 64 -1.45 -.64 
Service - . 64 -1. 60 -.62 
Note. gs were either 583 or 584. 
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Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations for All Climate Dimensions 
Dimension I Current Ideal I Alternative 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Autonomy 10.0 2.7 11. 5 2.4 10.2 2.5 
Cohesion 17.0 4.6 22.3 3.7 19.4 4.2 
Trust 15.9 4.3 21.2 3.7 18.4 4.1 
Pressure 19.5 3.4 17.1 3.2 18.2 3.2 
Support 16.6 3.5 19.2 2.5 17.5 3.0 
Recognition 16.7 4.4 21. 9 3.7 18.9 4.2 
Fairness 14.8 4.5 21.5 4.0 18.7 4.3 
Innovation 18.2 3.9 22.0 3.1 19.5 3.9 
Service 29.7 5.4 35.4 4.8 31.5 5.8 
Note. ns range from 583 to 584. 
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Means for each questionnaire item were calculated for the 
U.S. subset of Company c and the England subset of Company c. 
Correlations between these means were then calculated for each 
section of the questionnaire, and are presented in Table 6. 
All correlations were significant and positive, ranging from 
.85 to .95. Thus, it appears that the portion of the sample 
from England responded in a similar way to the U.S. group from 
Company c. 
Individual Relationships between Climate Dimensions and 
Commitment 
Before examining the multivariate prediction of 
commitment given the climate data, it is necessary to look at 
the individual relationships of the climate dimensions and 
commitment. The individual relationships provide context for 
the multivariate analyses presented later. One of the main 
purposes of the study was to look at the pattern of the 
relationships between the individual climate dimensions and 
commitment. 
All of the current climate dimensions were correlated 
with both the affective commitment and continuance commitment 
measures. These correlations are presented in Table 7. With 
the exception of pressure, all dimensions are positively 
correlated with the commitment measures. Also, with the 
exception of pressure, all correlations with affective 
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Table 6 
Correlations between U.S. and England Item Means Within 
Questionnaire Section for Company C 
Questionnaire Section r 
Current Climate .92 
Alternative Climate .85 
Ideal Climate .95 
Commitment .92 
Note. All correlations are significant at p<.001. 
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Table 7 
Correlations between Current Climate Dimensions and Commitment 
Commitment 
Dimension Affective 
Autonomy .36** 
Cohesion .55** 
Trust .55** 
Pressure -.13* 
Support .58** 
Recognition .58** 
Fairness .56** 
Innovation .51** 
Service .48** 
Note. N=581 due to listwise deletion. 
* Q<.01 ** Q<.001 
Continuance 
.22** 
.38** 
.35** 
- .13 * 
.38** 
.39** 
.38** 
.37** 
.34** 
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cormnitment are stronger than with continuance cormnitment 
(Q<.01 for each pair of correlations). 
Of the ideal climate dimensions, six were positively 
correlated with affective cormnitment. None of the ideal 
climate dimensions were correlated significantly with the 
continuance cormni tment scale. These are presented in Table 8. 
Of the alternative climate dimensions, only pressure was 
correlated reliably with affective cormnitment. However, four 
of the alternative climate dimensions were significantly 
negatively correlated with continuance cormnitment. These are 
presented in Table 9. 
Correlations between current fit for each dimension and 
cormnitment are presented in Table 10. All correlations were 
negative indicating that discrepancies from ideal climate 
levels were related to lesser levels of cormnitment. 
The fit differential scores for climate dimensions were 
all negatively correlated with both types of cormnitment. This 
signifies that when the alternative climate was closer to the 
ideal climate than was the current climate, cormnitment was 
lower. These results are reported in Table 11. 
Prediction of Affective Cormnitment 
The first hypothesis, that current fit predicts 
affective cormnitment beyond current climate alone, was tested 
by hierarchically regressing affective cormnitment on the 
questionnaire form variable, small organization membership, 
membership in the three large organizations, a subset of 
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Table 8 
Correlations between Ideal Climate Dimensions and Commitment 
Commitment 
Dimension Affective Continuance 
Autonomy .03 -.02 
Cohesion .12* .01 
Trust .05 - . 05 
Pressure .13** .05 
Support .13** .01 
Recognition .13** .03 
Fairness .09* - . 03 
Innovation .12** -.00 
Service .12** .04 
Note. N=584. 
* .Q.<.05 ** .Q_<.01 
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Table 9 
Correlations between Alternative Climate Dimensions and 
Commitment 
Commitment 
Dimension Affective 
Autonomy -.02 
Cohesion - . 04 
Trust - . 03 
Pressure .14** 
Support -.00 
Recognition -.07 
Fairness - . 06 
Innovation - . 03 
Service - . 04 
Note. N=581 due to listwise deletion. 
* 2<.05 ** 2<.0l 
Continuance 
-.08 
-.10* 
- • 09 * 
.06 
- . 08 
-.16** 
-.14** 
-.11** 
-.11** 
Table 10 
Correlations between Current Fit and Commitment 
Commitment 
Dimension Affective 
Autonomy -.32* 
Cohesion - • 44 * 
Trust - . 46 * 
Pressure - . 29 * 
Support - . 51 * 
Recognition - • 44 * 
Fairness - • 4 7* 
Innovation - . 46 * 
Service - • 41 * 
Note. N=581 due to listwise deletion. 
* :Q_<.001 
Continuance 
- • 24 * 
-.33* 
- • 34 * 
- .19 * 
- . 39 * 
- • 34 * 
-.38* 
- • 41 * 
- • 34 * 
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Table 11 
Correlations between Fit Differential and Commitment 
Commitment 
Dimension Affective 
Autonomy -.28* 
Cohesion - . 39 * 
Trust - . 41 * 
Pressure -.25* 
Support - . 42* 
Recognition - . 40* 
Fairness - . 42 * 
Innovation - . 42 * 
Service -.36* 
Note. N=578 due to listwise deletion. 
* Q_<.001 
Continuance 
- . 26 * 
-.33* 
-.32* 
- .19 * 
-.35* 
-.35* 
-.36* 
- . 40* 
-.32* 
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demographic variables (education, gender, age, and tenure with 
organization), current climate dimension scores, and current 
fit scores. See Table 12 for a description of steps and the 
hierarchical fit of the model. The form, organizational 
membership, and demographic variables were included to control 
for these extraneous influences. By entering these variables 
first, it allowed the testing of the increase in R2 due to the 
current climate variables and finally the current fit 
variables. 
The form variable and membership in small organizations 
did not significantly predict affective commitment when 
introduced on the first two steps. Membership in any of the 
three large organizations did increase the R2 by .03 and was 
significant (f.(2,531)=8.56, .Q.<.01). The subset of demographic 
variables also increased the R2 significantly. Age and tenure 
both had significant positive coefficients, which indicated 
that older respondents and respondents with longer 
organizational membership were more affectively committed. 
The largest increase in R2 , slightly more than .40, resulted 
from entering the current climate dimensions on the next step. 
On this step, most of the coefficients of variables with 
previously nonsignificant coefficients became significant. 
These included small organization membership, membership in 
either of the two large organizations, education, gender, age, 
and tenure. Members of the small organizations were less 
affectively committed than were members of the large 
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Table 12 
Hierarchical Steps in Regression Predicting Affective 
Cormnitment and Fit of Model at Each Step 
R2 F 
Step variables Entered R2 Ch. Ch. p<f 
1 Form .003 .003 1. 36 .244 
2 Small organization .003 .000 0.00 .975 
member 
3 Off ice supply co A .034 .031 8.56 .000 
member 
Off ice supply co B 
member 
4 Education, Sex, Age, .097 .063 9.14 .000 
Tenure 
5 Current climate .512 .415 48.89 .000 
dimensions 
6 Current fit scores .538 .025 3.06 .001 
Note. N=534. 
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organizations. Members of the two large organizations were 
less affectively cormnitted than the third large organization, 
off ice supply company c. More highly educated respondents as 
well as men were less affectively cormnitted than were less 
educated and female respondents respectively. Being older and 
having a longer tenure with the organization increased 
affective cormnitment. Among the current climate dimensions, 
autonomy, trust, support, and recognition had significant 
coefficients. Greater scores on these dimensions were 
associated with greater affective cormnitment. 
On the final step, the current-ideal climate difference 
scores were entered. These accounted for a small (.025), but 
as predicted, significant increase in R2 • See Table 13 for 
the final estimated model. Among the current climate 
variables, only cohesion, support, and recognition were 
significant. These were also positive indicating that greater 
levels of these dimensions were associated with greater 
affective cormnitment. Pressure and recognition were the only 
current fit dimensions that were significant. The degree to 
which current pressure differed from ideal pressure was 
associated with less affective cormnitment. Conversely, for 
recognition, the degree to which recognition differed from 
ideal recognition was associated with greater affective 
cormnitment. Although this seems counterintuitive, it must be 
Table 13 
Final Model Estimated for Predicting Affective Commitment 
Variable 
form 
small organization member 
off ice supply co A member 
off ice supply co B member 
education level 
gender 
age 
tenure 
autonomy 
cohesion 
trust 
pressure 
support 
recognition 
fairness 
innovation 
Ji 
-0.05 
-0.07* 
-0.08* 
-0.10* 
-0.07* 
-0.07* 
0.13** 
0.20** 
0.08 
0.19* 
0.13 
-0.01 
0.12* 
0.29** 
0.02 
-0.02 
57 
Table 13 
(Cont.) 
variable 
service 
autonomy fit 
cohesion fit 
trust fit 
pressure fit 
support fit 
recognition fit 
fairness fit 
innovation fit 
service fit 
Note. N=534. 
* 2<.05 ** 2<.01 
B 
0.01 
-0.02 
0.13 
0.03 
-0.13** 
-0.02 
0.14* 
-0.12 
-0.12 
0.04 
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kept in mind that the negative relationship between current 
fit for recognition and affective commitment exists when 
controlling for current recognition. Referring back to Table 
10, it can be seen that the zero-order correlation between 
current fit for recognition and affective commitment is 
negative, indicating that when not controlling for current 
recognition, the degree to which current recognition differs 
from ideal recognition is associated with less affective 
commitment. Thus, multicollinearity made interpretation of 
individual climate dimensions difficult. 
Prediction of Continuance Commitment 
The second hypothesis, that fit differential predicts 
continuance commitment better than current climate alone, was 
tested by hierarchically regressing continuance commitment on 
the questionnaire form, small organization membership, member-
ship in the three large organizations, a subset of demographic 
variables (education, gender, age, and tenure with 
organization), estimates of the respondent's ability to get 
the alternative job and ability to conceive of it, current 
climate, and fit differential. See Table 14 for a description 
of steps and the hierarchical fit of the model. 
As with affective commitment, the form variable alone 
did not significantly predict continuance commitment. On the 
second step, the addition of the small group membership 
variable did not improve the fit of the model. On the third 
step, when the membership variables for off ice supply company 
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Table 14 
Hierarchical Steps for Regression Predicting Continuance 
Conunitment and Fit of Model at Each Step 
R2 F 
Step Variables Entered R2 Ch. Ch. .Q<f 
1 Form .005 .005 2.43 .120 
2 Small organization .005 .000 0.27 .601 
member 
3 Off ice supply co A .026 .021 5.75 .003 
member 
Off ice supply co B 
member 
4 Education, Sex, .168 .142 22.22 .000 
Age, Tenure 
5 Ability to get & .223 .055 18.25 .000 
conceive alt. job 
6 Current climate .394 .172 16.10 .000 
dimensions 
7 Fit differential .414 .020 1.92 .047 
scores 
Note. N=531. 
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A and office supply company B were entered, the fit of the 
model was significant (K{4,526)=3.56, 2<.01). However, the 
only uniquely contributing variable was membership in off ice 
supply company B (indicating that continuance commitment was 
less in company B than in company C) . Entering the subset of 
four demographic variables on the fourth step again improved 
the fit of the model. Four variables had significant 
coefficients. Membership in either company A or company B 
indicated lesser continuance commitment. Gender contributed 
such that men had lesser continuance commitment. Last, 
members with longer tenure had higher continuance commitment. 
The two items at the beginning of the alternative climate 
section, which ask the respondent to estimate the degree to 
which they would be able to get a job at this alternative 
organization and the degree to which they can imagine this 
other job, were entered on the fifth step and again improved 
the fit of the model. The more difficulty that a respondent 
had imagining the job at the alternative organization the 
greater was continuance commitment. Addition of the current 
climate dimensions improved the model fit significantly with 
the largest increase in R2 (.17). At this step, only one of 
the climate dimensions had a significant coefficient. 
Cohesion was associated with greater continuance commitment. 
On the final step and in support of hypothesis two, the 
addition of the fit differential for each climate dimension 
did improve the fit of the model slightly but significantly 
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(. 02) . Thus, the second hypothesis was mildly supported. See 
Table 15 for the final estimated model. Membership in company 
A, or company B, higher level of education, being male, and 
ease of being able to imagine the alternative job were all 
associated with significantly less continuance commitment. 
Tenure with the organization and current cohesion were both 
associated with significantly greater continuance commitment. 
None of the fit differential dimensions were significant 
despite that the zero-order correlations with continuance 
commitment were all significant (see Table 11) . 
Confounding of Current Fit and Fit Differential 
When the climate fit or fit differential variables were 
entered into the models predicting commitment, the increase in 
the models' fit was relatively small. One possible reason for 
this small increase might have been a confounding of current 
climate with climate fit or fit differential. If this were 
the case, then climate fit and fit differential might not be 
sufficiently distinct from current climate to determine 
whether fit predicts commitment better than current climate 
alone. To examine the relationships between current climate 
and respective current fit and fit differential, correlations 
between each were considered. 
Current climate dimensions were significantly related to 
the climate fit scores. These correlations are presented in 
Table 16. All except pressure were negative. Pressure 
Table 15 
Final Model Estimated for Predicting Continuance 
Commitment 
variable 
form 
small organization member 
off ice supply co A member 
off ice supply co B member 
education level 
gender 
age 
tenure 
able to get alt. job 
able to imagine alt. job 
autonomy 
cohesion 
trust 
pressure 
support 
~ 
-0.03 
-0.06 
-0.08* 
-0.09* 
-0.13** 
-0.18** 
0.05 
0.32** 
-0.05 
-0.16** 
0.04 
0.18* 
0.07 
-0.05 
-0.00 
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Table 15 
(Cont.) 
Variable B 
recognition 0.08 
fairness -0.01 
innovation 0.05 
service 0.04 
autonomy fit differential -0.05 
cohesion fit differential 0.13 
trust fit differential 0.07 
pressure fit differential -0.03 
support fit differential -0.10 
recognition fit differential -0.01 
fairness fit differential -0.12 
innovation fit differential -0.13 
service fit differential 0.06 
Note. N=531. 
* 2<.05 ** 2<.01 
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Table 16 
Correlations between Current Climate Dimensions and Their 
Respective Current Fit and Fit Differential 
Dimension Current Fit Fit Differential 
Autonomy - . 56 - . 45 
Cohesion - . 80 - . 67 
Trust - . 75 - . 59 
Pressure .20 .20 
Support - . 74 - . 58 
Recognition - . 75 - . 60 
Fairness - . 75 - . 61 
Innovation - . 77 - . 61 
Service - . 75 - . 61 
Note. All correlations are significant {p<.001). N=581. 
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appeared to be the only undesirable climate dimension, as it 
was the only dimension where the ideal mean (17.1) was lower 
than the current mean (19.5). The ideal means were higher 
than current means for all other dimensions (see Table 5). 
Also, note that the magnitude of the correlations were all at 
. 70 or above except for autonomy and pressure. This may 
explain why pressure was one of the two climate fit variables 
to contribute to predicting affective commitment in that there 
was more variance unique from the current climate score in the 
difference variable (96%) . This was not true for the other 
dimension of climate fit that contributed to predicting 
affective commitment. Only 44% of the variance in current 
recognition fit was distinct from current recognition. 
The same pattern holds true for the fit differentials, 
except that the magnitude of the correlations were somewhat 
smaller {:Q<. 05, except for pressure which is the same) . Also, 
none of the fit differentials contributed significantly 
individually to predicting continuance commitment despite the 
existence of the same degree of unique variance in the 
pressure fit differential (64%). 
Redefinition of Commitment Scales: Principal Components of 
Commitment Items 
The two commitment scales did not behave as expected. Of 
particular concern was the correlation of .75 (:Q<.001) between 
affective and continuance commitment. Meyer and Allen (1984) 
had shown that continuance commitment was not correlated with 
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several measures of affective commitment. Meyer and Allen had 
also shown that continuance commitment was not correlated with 
age or tenure as was affective commitment. In this sample, 
continuance commitment was correlated with age (.15, 2<.001) 
and tenure (.23, 2<.001), which was greater than the same 
correlations for the a priori affective commitment scale ( .13, 
2<.0l, and .14, 2<.001). 
In an at tempt to improve the calculation of the measures 
of commitment, an empirical rather than an a priori method was 
employed. A principal components analysis of the set of 25 
commitment items was used to allow a data-driven solution 
where resulting components might show an interpretation 
matching that of the commitment dimension definitions. 
Appendix E displays the component loadings resulting from the 
principal components analysis of the 25 commitment items. All 
of the commitment items except for two loaded positively at 
0.30 or above on the first component. On the second compo-
nent, only five items loaded at this level. A notable feature 
of this subset is that all items but the one with the smallest 
loading are continuance commitment items. The one affective 
commitment item not only has the smallest loading ( - . 34 
compared to .47, .52, .56, and .57), but also the only 
negative loading. It would appear that perhaps the first 
component represents affective commitment, which appears 
easier to measure using intuitively generated a priori items 
given the findings of Meyer and Allen (1984), and that the 
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second component may represent continuance commitment given 
that only continuance items load positively and strongly. The 
other three components with eigenvalues at 1.0 or above seem 
less interpretable and have a mix of items from the affective 
and continuance commitment scales (see Table 17). 
Varimax rotation of the principal components did not 
improve the solution. The first component still had all but 
8 items loading at magnitude .30 or greater, and the 
interpretability of the components based on items loading at 
magnitude 0.30 or greater was much less clear. 
Redefinition of Climate Scales: Principal Components of 
Current Climate Items 
The intercorrelations of the nine current climate 
dimensions were examined because the roles of the individual 
climate dimensions were not clear in the regression analyses 
above. As can be seen in Table 18, all but two of the 
intercorrelations were significant. 
A second principal components analysis was used with the 
49 current climate items to address the concern that the 
multivariate results of the regression analyses were hard to 
interpret and orthogonal dimensions might be more convenient. 
Appendix F displays the component loadings resulting from 
the principal component analysis of the 49 current climate 
i terns. Table 19 presents the eigenvalues and variance 
accounted for by each principal component. As with the first 
principal component of the commitment items, the first 
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Table 17 
Eigenvalues and variance Accounted for by Principal Components 
of Commitment Items 
Percent of Cumulative 
Factor Eigenvalue variance Percent 
1 10.02 40.1 40.1 
2 1.70 6.8 46.9 
3 1.36 5.4 52.2 
4 1. 02 4.1 56.5 
5 1.01 4.0 60.5 
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Table 18 
Intercorrelations of the Nine Current Climate Dimensions 
CCOH CTRU CPRE CSUP CREC CFAI CINN csvc 
CAUT .30 .33 - .10 .39 .28 .29 .38 .24 
CCOH .71 - .13 .67 .69 .72 .60 .66 
CTRU - . 07* .64 .69 .73 .59 .57 
CPRE -.15 -.14 -.16 - . 07* - .12 
CSUP .69 .66 .65 .58 
CREC .73 .63 .66 
CFAI .59 .63 
CINN .64 
Note. Dimension names are abbreviated such that the initial 
letter "C" stands for current climate and the following three 
letters are the first three letters of the dimension name 
(e.g. "fai" for fairness). "AUT" stands for autonomy; "COH" 
is cohesion; "TRU" is trust; "PRE" is pressure; "SUP" is 
support; "REC" is recognition; "FAI" is fairness, "INN" is 
innovation; "SVC" stands for service. All correlations are 
significant (Q<.05) except for those indicated with a * 
* 2>.05 (nonsignificant) 
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Table 19 
Eigenvalues and variance Accounted for by Principal Components 
with Eigenvalue > 1.0 of the 49 Current Climate Items 
Cumulative % 
Factor Eigenvalue % of variance of Variance 
1 14.715 30.0 30.0 
2 2.298 4.7 34.7 
3 2.126 4.3 39.1 
4 1. 829 3.7 42.8 
5 1. 642 3.4 46.1 
6 1.340 2.7 48.9 
7 1.215 2.5 51.4 
8 1.121 2.3 53.6 
9 1.038 2.1 55.8 
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component of the current climate items appears to be a strong 
general factor including most of the climate items. A varimax 
rotation did not change substantially the large number of 
items loading on the first factor. It would appear that this 
component represents a general orientation as perceived by the 
organization member. This may be similar to the idea of a 
Theory X or Theory Y climate (McGregor, 1960), or a generally 
beneficial or nonbenef icial environment. Intuitively, it 
would seem that eight of the nine a priori climate dimensions 
are desirable to most organization members. The one dimension 
that would seem generally undesirable would be pressure. Of 
the eight current climate items loading below 0.30, four are 
from the a priori pressure scale. The fifth pressure item is 
the only item that loaded negatively on this component. This 
pattern seems to fit the idea that this component represents 
a general positive or negative orientation to the respondent. 
The next four components appeared to be interpretable 
and are presented in Table 20. Principal component two has 
five items loading at or above 0.30 and all are positive. All 
five of these are from the a priori pressure scale, thus it 
seems clear that this component represents the pressure 
dimension. The third component also has five items loading at 
this level, and all are positive. Three of the five items are 
from the a priori autonomy scale, and the two that are not 
seem relevant to autonomy issues (creativity encouraged, 
tolerance for learning from mistakes). In addition, these two 
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Table 20 
Questionnaire Items with Loadings > 0.30 on Principal 
Components Two through Five from the Current Climate Items 
Loading Current Climate Item 
Principal Component 2 (pressure) 
. 557 1. My boss expects me to work hard . 
.616 7. There are tight deadlines here. 
.630 9. There is pressure in this organization. 
. 476 15. People are told to work faster here . 
. 735 29 . The workload is heavy here. 
Principal Component 3 (autonomy) 
.529 26. People here have freedom in how they do 
their work. 
. 636 33 . I decide when I do things (vs. manager) . 
. 649 40 . I make most of my own work decisions. 
.351 41. My boss encourages creativity in my job. 
.328 43. Learning from mistakes is tolerated here. 
Principal Component 4 (service) 
. 357 12. This organization invents new things . 
.331 13. We are active in trying to keep customers. 
.450 23. There is planning for service delivery. 
-.334 37. People don't "stab each other in the back". 
.495 45. We of ten design new ways to serve. 
Principal Component 5 (managerial trust) 
. 418 10 . My manager confides in me. 
. 429 24 . Quality of my work is determined by me. 
-.301 39. People here of ten change things. 
Note. Items were reworded for table to reflect recoding and in 
some cases shortened. 
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items not from the autonomy scale loaded less strongly (.33 
and .35 versus .53, .64, and .65). Thus, this component 
seemed to represent autonomy. The fourth component again had 
five i terns loading at or above 0. 3 0. Three of these five were 
from the a priori service scale. Another item was from the 
innovation scale, "this organization invents new things". 
This can be seen as relevant to a service climate in that an 
organization needs to invent new ways to deliver their service 
(new products, procedures, etc.). The only item to load 
negatively was from the trust scale referring to "people 
stabbing each other in the back", and was recoded so that it 
represented the absence of this. Unless there is some aspect 
of a service oriented climate that makes people more likely to 
betray one another, it would appear that this item does not 
fit the general category of service. Assuming that this item 
loaded on this component by chance or that there is not an 
unknown connection between such betrayal and service, this 
component could be interpreted as a general service climate 
dimension. The fifth component had only three items loading 
at this level. One item came from the a priori trust scale, 
"my manager confides in me". Another item was originally part 
of the autonomy scale, but was dropped from that scale to 
improve the internal reliability. This item stated that "the 
quality of my work is determined by me." The third item 
loaded negatively and is from the innovation scale, "people 
here seldom change anything." This item was reverse coded to 
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represent frequent change. This component was interpreted to 
represent local managerial trust, as is required for a manager 
to confide in a subordinate and to allow subordinates to judge 
the quality of their own work. The negatively loaded item, 
referring to the lack of frequent change, may represent 
stability in the local situation which may be necessary for 
managerial trust to develop. The other four components seemed 
difficult to interpret without a clear theme. 
Secondary Analyses Using Principal Components 
Since the principal component analyses of the commitment 
and current climate items provided components that seemed to 
be interpretable, a secondary analysis was undertaken in an 
effort to improve the understanding of the nature of the 
relationship between the climate and commitment measures using 
the orthogonal components. Principal component scores were 
calculated for the ideal and alternative climate scores also, 
making it possible to construct difference scores. These 
component scores were calculated by multiplying the standard-
ized scores on climate items in the ideal and alternative 
sections by the factor scoring vectors used in calculating the 
current climate component scores. This appeared to be at 
least partially justified in that an inspection of the 
loadings on the principal components resulting from the 49 
ideal or alternative climate items were somewhat analogous. 
The loadings were very similar through the first two or three 
components. Loadings on the fourth and fifth components had 
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some similarity but tended to vary more from the current 
climate components. 
While this intuitive inspection provides some subjective 
justification, such justification is empirically unclear. If 
this assessment is incorrect then the differences between the 
current and ideal or alternative components computed using the 
current component scoring vectors may not be meaningful and 
may introduce added noise to the analysis. 
Individual relationships of climate and commitment 
components. The individual relationships between the 
components provide a context for interpreting the regression 
analyses below using the principal component scores. 
Table 21 presents the correlations between the current 
climate components and the commitment components. Only the 
strong first general component is correlated with either of 
the commitment components, and is positively related to the 
first commitment component (affective) and negatively related 
to the second component (continuance) . 
Four of the ideal climate components were correlated with 
the commitment components. These are presented in Table 22. 
The general factor, pressure, and service all had small but 
significant positive correlations with the affective commit-
ment component. The continuance commitment component, on the 
other hand, was negatively correlated with the general factor, 
service, and managerial trust. Again, these were small but 
significant. 
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Table 21 
Correlations between Current Climate Components and Commitment 
Components 
Component 
General Climate 
Pressure 
Autonomy 
Service 
Managerial Trust 
* p<.001 
Commitment 
Affective 
.63* 
-.04 
.07 
- . 01 
.06 
Continuance 
-.36* 
-.08 
-.07 
.01 
.02 
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Table 22 
Correlations between Ideal Climate Components and Commitment 
Components 
Commitment 
Dimension Affective Continuance 
General Climate .09* -.24** 
Pressure .14** -.07 
Autonomy .02 - . 09 * 
Service .12** -.08* 
Managerial Trust .02 .00 
* 12<.05 ** 12<.0l 
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Of the alternative climate components, only pressure was 
correlated with the affective component. The general factor, 
pressure, and autonomy were correlated with the continuance 
component. These are displayed in Table 23. 
Correlations between current component 
commitment components are displayed in Table 24. 
fit and the 
All of the 
correlations with the affective component were significant and 
negative, which is consistent with the hypothesis that 
discrepancy from ideal climate is predictive of less affective 
commitment. Four of the five correlations with the 
continuance component were significant and all were positive. 
Although there was not a hypothesized relationship between 
current fit and continuance commitment, this demonstrates the 
differential nature of the continuance commitment component 
from the affective component. 
Fit differential was also related to the commitment 
components. These correlations are displayed in Table 25. 
The general factor, autonomy, and service fit differentials 
were each negatively correlated with the affective commitment 
component. The general factor and service differences were 
both correlated positively with the continuance commitment 
component. These two positive correlations are counter to the 
hypothesis that continuance commitment would be higher when 
the current climate is closer to the ideal climate than is an 
alternative climate. 
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Table 23 
Correlations between Alternative Climate Components and 
Commitment Components 
Commitment 
Dimension Affective Continuance 
General Climate - • 07 -.13** 
Pressure .13** - .19 * * 
Autonomy .03 -.10* 
Service .00 - . 06 
Managerial Trust -.04 .00 
* ,P<.05 ** ,P<.01 
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Table 24 
Correlations between Current Component Fit and Commitment 
Components 
Commitment 
Current Fit Affective Continuance 
General Climate -.32** .26** 
Pressure -.11* .07 
Autonomy -.19** .10* 
Service -.15** .10* 
Managerial Trust - .14 * * .13** 
* Q<.05 ** Q<.01 
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Table 25 
Correlations between Climate Component Fit Differential and 
Corrunitment Components 
Corrunitment 
Fit Differential Affective Continuance 
General Climate - . 01 * .13** 
Pressure - . 02 - . 06 
Autonomy - . 09 * - . 01 
Service - . 09 * .12** 
Managerial Trust - . 06 .08 
* .P<.05 ** .P<.01 
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Prediction of affective corrunitment component. The first 
hypothesis, that climate fit predicts affective corrunitment 
beyond current climate alone, was tested by regression with 
the principal components scores. The first principal 
component of the corrunitment items, which was interpreted as 
affective corrunitment, was regressed hierarchically on the same 
set of variables as in the primary analysis with the exception 
of the climate and current fit scores. The climate dimensions 
were replaced by the five principal components of the current 
climate items, and the current fit scores were replaced by the 
differences between the respective five current climate 
components scores and the five ideal climate components 
scores. Table 26 presents the steps of this regression and 
the fit of the model at each step. 
On the first two steps, the fit of the model is not 
significant, indicating that the questionnaire form and 
membership in one of the small organizations did not relate to 
the affective corrunitment component alone. Membership in 
company A or company B increases the R2 only slightly (.03) 
but significantly (f(2,509)=8.16, p<.001). Membership in 
either of these organizations indicates lesser affective 
corrunitment. The addition of the four demographic variables 
(education, sex, age, and tenure) again increases R2 by a 
relatively small but significant amount (.09, f(4,505)=12.5, 
p<.0001). Age and tenure are both associated with greater 
affective corrunitment. As with the primary analysis, adding 
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Table 26 
Hierarchical Steps for Regression Predicting the Affective 
Corruni tment Component using Climate Components and Fit of Model 
at Each Step 
R2 F 
Step Variables Entered R2 Ch. Ch. p<f. 
1 Form .003 .003 1. 72 .190 
2 Small organization .003 .000 0,04 .840 
member 
3 Off ice supply co A .034 .031 8.16 .000 
member 
Off ice supply co B 
member 
4 Education, Sex, Age, .121 .087 12.47 .000 
Tenure 
5 Current climate .496 .374 74.22 .000 
components 
6 Current-Ideal .503 .007 1.49 .192 
climate components 
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the five current climate components brought the largest 
increase in R2 (.37, f(5,500}=74.2, p<.0001). In this 
context, small organization membership becomes indicative of 
less affective commitment, as does education. Gender becomes 
indicative of affective commitment such that men are 
associated with less. Of the current climate components, only 
the first component, the strong general factor, is associated 
with greater affective commitment. All other coefficients for 
current climate components are not significant. 
The final estimated model is presented in Table 27. 
Contrary to the first hypothesis, 
analysis, the current component 
significantly increase R2 (.007). 
and unlike the primary 
fit scores did not 
In the estimated model at this final step, the most 
influential variable is the general climate component. This 
was the only current climate component with a significant 
coefficient. None of the coefficients for current component 
fit variables were significant. Age and tenure continued to 
be associated with greater affective commitment, which is 
consistent with the findings of Meyer and Allen (1984). 
Prediction of continuance commitment component. The 
second principal component of the commitment items, which was 
interpreted as a measure of continuance commitment, was 
regressed hierarchically in the same procedure as in the 
primary analysis, except for the substitution of the a priori 
climate dimensions and difference scores with the five 
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Table 27 
Final Model Estimated for Predicting Affective Commitment 
Component 
Variable 
form 
small organization member 
off ice supply co A member 
off ice supply co B member 
education level 
gender 
age 
tenure 
general climate 
pressure 
autonomy 
service 
managerial trust 
general climate fit 
pressure fit 
autonomy fit 
_Ji 
-0.04 
-0.08* 
-0.08* 
-0.08 
-0.07 
-0.11** 
0.14*** 
0.25*** 
0.63*** 
-0.06 
0.04 
0.00 
0.03 
0.02 
-0.04 
-0.03 
Table 27 
(Cont.) 
variable 
service fit 
managerial trust fit 
Note. N=514. 
* 2<.05 ** 2<.0l *** 2<.001 
.B 
-0.05 
-0.04 
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principal components of the current climate items and 
component-based fit differentials. These component fit 
differentials were calculated by subtracting the absolute 
value of the difference between the respective alternative 
component scores and ideal component scores from the current 
component fit. Current component fit was calculated as the 
absolute value of the difference between the respective 
current component scores and ideal component scores. In other 
words, this represents the degree to which the current climate 
is closer to the ideal climate than the alternative climate. 
The steps of and fit of this model are presented in Table 28. 
The fit of the model does not become significant until 
the fourth step where the four demographic variables are 
added. At this point, three of the variables have a signifi-
cant coefficient. Education level and being male are both 
associated with lesser continuance corrunitment. Tenure is 
associated with greater continuance corrunitment. On the next 
step, the respondent's perception about the ability to get the 
alternative job and the ability to conceive of the other job 
improve the model slightly but significantly. The perception 
of the ability to get the alternative job is associated with 
less continuance corrunitment. 
As with all of the analyses in this study, the addition 
of the current climate components provided the largest 
increase in R2 (.11, f(5,491)=15.5, 2<.0001). Two of these 
components had significant coefficients. Both the first 
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Table 28 
Hierarchical Steps for Regression Predicting Continuance 
Commitment Component and Fit of Model at Each Step 
R2 F 
Step Variables Entered R2 Ch. Ch. 2<f 
1 Form .002 .002 0.98 .324 
2 Small organization .002 .000 0.03 .864 
member 
3 Off ice supply co A .009 .007 1.85 .160 
member 
Off ice supply co B 
member 
4 Education, Sex, .170 .160 24.05 .000 
Age, Tenure 
5 Ability to get & .182 .012 3.79 .023 
conceive alt. job 
6 Current climate .293 .111 15.47 .000 
components 
7 Component fit .306 .013 1. 76 .119 
differentials 
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general factor and the pressure component were associated with 
less continuance commitment. 
Contrary to the second hypothesis, the addition of the 
component fit differentials did not significantly increase R2 • 
However, one change in the coefficients for the climate compo-
nents is notable. The coefficient for pressure falls just 
under the significance criterion, and the coefficient for the 
component fit differential for service is significant and 
positive. This indicates that when the current service 
climate is closer to the respondent's ideal service climate 
level than is the perceived alternative job, then continuance 
commitment is greater. The final estimated model is presented 
in Table 29. 
Correlations between current climate components and 
current component fit variables. Because confounding of 
current climate and respective fit variables was found in the 
primary analysis, it was important to check for the same in 
the secondary analysis. Unlike the a priori climate 
dimensions in the primary analysis, the climate components 
were generally not correlated with their respective fit 
variables. The general climate component was correlated 
significantly with both difference variables, and the service 
component was correlated with the current component fit. 
Otherwise, as can be seen in Table 30, correlations were 
nonsignificant. 
Table 29 
Final Model Estimated for Predicting Continuance 
Commitment Component 
Variable 
f orrn 
small organization member 
off ice supply co A member 
off ice supply co B member 
education level 
gender 
age 
tenure 
able to get alt. job 
able to imagine alt. job 
general climate 
pressure 
autonomy 
service 
managerial trust 
li 
-0.02 
0.01 
-0.04 
-0.13* 
-0.18** 
-0.08* 
0.02 
0.34** 
-0.09* 
-0.05 
-0.32** 
-0.07 
-0.05 
-0.03 
-0.02 
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Table 29 
(Cont.) 
Variable B 
general climate differential 0.02 
pressure differential -0.01 
autonomy differential 0.03 
service differential 0.10* 
managerial trust 0.05 
differential 
* 2<.05 ** 2<.0l 
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Table 30 
Correlations between Current Climate Components and their 
Respective Current Component Fit and Component Fit 
Differential 
Current Component Fit 
Component Component Fit Differential 
General -.53** -.20** 
Pressure -.02 - . 08 
Autonomy - . 00 - . 03 
Service .11* .08 
Managerial - . 03 -.08 
Trust 
Note. N=561. 
* 2<.0l ** 2<.001 
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Despite the unique variance available in the difference 
scores distinct from the climate components on which they were 
constructed, only the service fit differential contributed to 
predicting the continuance commitment component. None of the 
current component fit variables contributed to predicting the 
affective commitment component. 
DISCUSSION 
Tests of Hypotheses 
Both hypotheses were supported in the primary analysis, 
showing that the person-climate congruence was more important 
than the current climate alone in predicting commitment. The 
relatively small increment in predictability of commitment due 
to person-climate fit afforded only moderate support however. 
This was not true for the secondary analyses. Neither 
hypothesis received support after redefining the climate and 
commitment scales from the observed data. 
The secondary analyses using these principal components 
from the commitment section and the principal components from 
the climate section had results different from the primary 
analysis. The secondary analysis was undertaken in an effort 
to improve measurement characteristics of the original scales 
which were quite intercorrelated, and to demonstrate that 
findings from the original scales would be consistent with 
findings from the principal components. Since this was not 
the case, it is unclear as to whether the mild support for the 
hypotheses with the original scales is a result of 
satisfactory measurement or an artifact of measurement 
problems that did not hold up under the context of principal 
components. Or, it is possible that the principal components 
were the result of chance patterns in the sample data, thus 
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obscuring the supportive results obtained in the primary 
analysis. However, it is clear that the person-climate 
differences were related individually to commitment levels, 
and that most of the person-climate component fit variables 
were individually related to commitment components. It was 
interesting to note that the person-climate components 
correlated negatively with the affective (first) commitment 
component and positively with the continuance (second) 
commitment component. 
There was clear support for the finding from 
literature that climate is related to commitment 
the 
(e.g. 
Jacofsky & Slocum, 1988; Welsch & Levan, 1981). In each 
analysis, the current climate variables contributed the most 
to prediction of each type of commitment. This was the 
strongest finding in the study. 
This study did not provide the best test of person-
climate congruence predicting commitment apart from current 
climate alone. The correlations between current climate 
dimensions and the associated difference scores indicated a 
substantial degree of confounding. To the degree that this 
was the case, it is difficult for the unique contribution of 
person-climate fit to be tested. Although it would appear 
that assessing person-climate congruence does not add much 
beyond assessing current climate, the relationship between 
current climate and commitment that was found may still be due 
in fact to person-climate fit. Future studies of person-
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climate fit may be improved by seeking dimensions of climate 
that do not have ideally extreme levels for most people, or 
that have more variance (e.g. multimodal ideal distributions). 
Tailoring the measuring instrument to move the central 
tendency of the ideal climate variable toward the center of 
the distribution as measured may also decrease the common 
variance shared by current climate scales and associated 
congruence variables. 
There is a tradeoff, however, in seeking particular types 
of climate dimensions or modifying an instrument to develop 
particular distributional characteristics. The current study 
was based on dimensions of climate reported in the literature 
and determined to be representative (Koys & DeCotiis, 1991). 
Seeking other dimensions or manipulating their measurement may 
yield less natural and less generalizable findings. 
It seems clear that continuance commitment was not 
measured well with the original scale. The second principal 
component of the commitment section behaved closer to expecta-
tions for continuance commitment in that it was not related to 
age, or affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1984), and 
consisted primarily of a priori continuance items. 
Another concern regards the sampling of climate 
constructs. It seems clear that pressure scale scores behaved 
differently than the other climate scales. Pressure was also 
the only generally nondesirable climate dimension from an 
intuitive standpoint. This may indicate that it would be 
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useful in the future to measure other neutral or less 
intuitively desirable dimensions. These might include such 
things as dissension, competition, or structure. 
Demographics 
Al though the four demographic variables were included 
primarily for control purposes, there were some patterns worth 
noting. Education played a significant negative role in three 
of the four regression analyses. This may represent the 
lesser commitment that more educated people feel to their 
organizations due to either feeling more marketable themselves 
and having more skills common across organizations or to a 
competing commitment to their profession or professional 
interests. 
Gender also played a significant role in all four 
analyses, such that men were less committed than were women. 
Age and tenure were correlated (.49, p<.001), but age 
only played a factor with both affective commitment analyses, 
both with a positive relationship. Tenure, on the other hand, 
played a positive role in all four commitment analyses. This 
is counter to the findings of Meyer and Allen (1984) for 
continuance commitment (but consistent with affective 
commitment) and may be indicative of improper measurement of 
continuance commitment. Nonetheless, older members were more 
affectively committed, and longer tenured employees were both 
more affectively and continuance committed at least as 
measured in this study. 
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Climate Dimensions 
There was no especially clear pattern regarding the 
climate dimensions across the four commitment analyses. 
Cohesion was significant in both commitment analyses with the 
original scales, but support and recognition were only 
significant with affective commitment. 
The only fit variables that were significant with the 
original scale commitment analyses were current pressure fit, 
which was negatively related to affective commitment, and 
current recognition fit, which was positively related to 
affective commitment. 
The only current climate principal component that was 
significant in predicting either of the commitment components 
was the general climate factor. General climate was 
positively related to affective commitment and negatively 
related to continuance commitment. 
The only climate component fit variable that played a 
significant role was service component fit differential, for 
which continuance commitment increased when the alternative 
service climate was closer to the ideal level than was the 
current service climate. 
Limitations 
There were several important limitations to this study 
that must be considered. First, the overall response rate 
appeared to be reasonable given that there was no incentive 
for the organizational members to complete and return the 
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survey other than their voluntary cooperation with a research 
project, expressing feelings or perceptions about their 
employer, and perhaps seeking to help or hinder the effective-
ness of their organization. However, the response rate was 
low in the context of ideal academic research. Particularly 
in the large organizations, the climate and commitment 
perceptions of the majority remain unknown. If the responders 
differ from the nonresponders then these findings can only be 
generalized to those similar to the responders. 
As with most surveys, it would seem that those who were 
most likely to respond would be those who were more literate, 
more involved in their organization (either positively or 
negatively), and perhaps those who felt more in line with the 
organization's leadership. Thus, these results probably do 
not generalize to those who consider themselves marginal or 
outsiders within the organization, except to the degree that 
these people desire to express themselves. The fact that the 
survey was anonymous may have encouraged some responders from 
such groups, but suspicion or trust regarding the anonymity 
safeguards was not measured and may have inhibited some 
expressive outsiders from responding. In any case, such 
systematic differences in responding among groups or types of 
people within the organization probably serve to restrict the 
range of sampled constructs. 
Another factor limiting generalization regards the 
nature of the organizations sampled. The great majority of 
101 
the data was drawn from the office supply industry. Although 
other types of organizations were involved, they accounted for 
a very small proportion of the sample. Larger studies within 
an industry would probably be useful to determine the degree 
of within industry consistency of climate or climate-commit-
ment relationships. Even larger between industry studies 
would be required to understand inter-industrial differences. 
Although a few of the studies in the literature have 
worked with nonbusiness type organizations (e.g. Schneider & 
Hall, 1972; Bowers, 1983), this remains an external validity 
question for this study and perhaps for the climate literature 
in general. The degree to which these findings generalize to 
other types of organizations (such as nonprofit, social, 
governmental) remains an open question. 
Dynamics over time regarding the climate-commitment 
relationship could not be addressed in a cross - sectional 
design as employed here. Although a few studies have assessed 
climate or commitment longitudinally (e.g. Jacofsky & Slocum, 
1988), only secondary attention was given to the relationship 
between the two constructs. Eventually, the dynamics of 
climate and commitment must be considered to get the full 
picture of the relationship between the two constructs, 
especially as regards cause or temporal antecedence. The 
findings here with tenure as a positive factor imply that the 
commitment process is likely dynamic. 
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It should also be noted that convergent validity between 
the measures used in this study and those reported in the 
literature has not been demonstrated, although development of 
items used in this study were based on definitions of 
constructs reported in the literature. 
Finally, most studies of climate and commitment use 
self-report questionnaires. While this method of measurement 
is convenient and can provide for anonymity, other methods 
must be used to ensure that any consistent findings are not an 
artifact of this single method. It would seem that content 
analysis of intraorganizational communication, behavioral 
observation of members in organizational settings, and 
interviews with others who are knowledgeable of the 
organization member's perceptions might be feasible (e.g. 
significant other, friends, coworkers) for obtaining multiple 
measures of climate perceptions. 
Application 
It has been shown that psychological climate is related 
to organizational commitment. And it has been shown that 
person-climate congruence is related to organizational 
commitment. Since current psychological climate and person-
climate congruence were shown to be correlated, it may be the 
case that congruence is still the vital element in predicting 
commitment, and that when measuring current climate congruence 
is being tapped indirectly. Nonetheless, it appears that for 
the dimensions of climate used here, it is not pragmatically 
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worthwhile to measure congruence which requires more 
respondent burden than measuring current climate alone. 
The present study was correlational, but if one assumes 
that climate is antecedent to cormnitment, managing 
psychological climate will allow some control over cormni tment. 
Although person-climate congruence may or may not have a 
predominant role, it is substantially related to cormnitment. 
Thus, it would seem that organizations should publish or make 
available descriptions of their psychosocial environment. 
This will facilitate recruitment of personnel who are more 
likely to be cormnitted to the organization. Such descriptions 
would go beyond realistic job previews (RJP) recormnended by 
some authors (Wanous, 1973) . RJPs typically focus more on job 
content than on the psychosocial environment although it may 
include both. Dugoni and Ilgen (1981) have shown that RJPs 
probably do not work through a lowered expectations-higher 
satisfaction link. That RJPs might provide information about 
the climate of the prospective organization may be another 
mechanism through which RJPs work or could work. Another 
possibility includes providing advance information regarding 
the person-climate and other similar "local" congruencies 
(person-job, person-manager, etc.). If this is so, then 
organizations might benefit by publishing or at least 
providing informal information about their climate. 
Some popular literature provides climate information 
from the employee's perspective. For example, Levering, 
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Moskowitz, and Katz (1984) described the social and psycho-
logical business milieu in the one hundred companies that they 
rated highest from interviews with current employees which 
focused on the "human condition inside business" and "com-
parisons of workplace environments" (no more explicit criteria 
are offered) . 
Kozlowski and Doherty (1989) have shown that some 
aspects of leadership are related to climate and management-
subordinate congruence. They propose that climate and 
leadership research should be further integrated, which would 
provide a possible avenue for the management of climate. If 
commitment is antecedent to climate then methods of managing 
commitment must be considered. It seems that the most likely 
situation is more complex, involving reciprocal effects, in 
which case managing either climate or commitment could have an 
effect on the other. Under reciprocal causation, managing 
either construct should resonate with both. This awaits the 
findings of longitudinal research. 
Schneider (1987) proposes that "the people make the 
place" rather than the organizational structure, technology, 
or other external environmental factors. Instead, these 
things are the result of the people who populate the organi-
zation. Schneider further proposes that organizational 
members seek people like themselves and this continues through 
a process of attraction, selection, and attrition (ASA) . The 
ASA process maintains a homogeneous group within the 
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organization as like people are attracted to the organization, 
selected by it, and those that are different attrit. 
Schneider proceeds to point out that an organization can 
become too homogeneous which may threaten its long term 
survival if the external environment changes requiring skills 
not held by such homogeneous organization membership. To 
increase the chances of survival, an organization needs to 
recruit people with different sets of skills, but not so 
dissimilar from the current membership that they can not 
function well together. 
Under the ASA model and with Schneider's (1987) caution, 
it is implied that organizations should recruit or select 
prospective members within a range of person-climate 
congruence rather than seeking only an exact fit. To this 
end, should they decide to supply information about it to 
recruits, organizations would have to make their climate 
appear appealing to a range of climate preferences. The width 
and nature of such a range remains another question for future 
research. 
A study published during the implementation of this 
investigation (Ostroff, 1993) demonstrates that organizational 
effectiveness is related to person-environment congruence in 
school settings. Using several measures of effectiveness and 
comparing these to differences between teachers• perceptions 
of their particular school's climate and the personal orienta-
tion (measured in terms of the same climate dimensions) 
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regarding preferences and beliefs about the work environment, 
resulting correlations supported the general idea that 
congruence is related to effectiveness. 
conclusion 
The relatively strong relationship found between climate 
and commitment in this study provides further empirical 
evidence for commitment as an important theoretical correlate 
of climate. Although person-environment congruence with 
respect to climate was not the dominant factor in predicting 
commitment, it was shown to be related at a similar level to 
currently observed climate, and often with a different 
pattern. This indicates that person-environment fit as 
illustrated by psychological climate is a nontrivial facet of 
organizational behavior which merits further study. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 
Dear (company name) employee, 
This is an anonymous swvey about the type of organization that you work in and how 
you see it. The swvey is part of a research project being carried out at Loyola University 
in Chicago. Organizational swveys like this one are being conducted in several 
companies. We would very much appreciate your help with this project. It should only 
take about 15-20 minutes of your time to answer the questions here, and will provide 
valuable information concerning your perception of good working environments. Please 
return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope directly to the researcher. The envelope 
is stamped and preaddressed for your convenience. 
It is very important to get your perceptions. Whatever your job is, your views are very 
important to the project. Please complete and return the swvey as soon as is convenient 
for you. 
The purpose of the project is to understand scientifically the relationship between various 
types of organizational perceptions. Your responses on this swvey will contribute to the 
scientific understanding of behavior within organizations. 
The swvey is anonymous, so your name will not be known. All results will be reported 
as a group only; no individuals will be singled out in any way that can identify anyone 
individually. The swvey is completely voluntary, and its results will further the 
understanding of how people perceive the organizations in which they work. 
If you have any questions about the swvey, or would like to receive a brief summary of 
the results when the project is completed please call or write: 
Organizational Swvey 
c/o Lisa Davis 
607 Rosedale 
Glenview, IL 60025 
(708) 724-6804 
Thank you very much for your help with this research. 
Sincerely, 
Lisa Davis 
Research Coordinator 
APPENDIX B 
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ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY 
Instructions: This is a survey about the organization where you work. 
There are several sections, each of which asks about either the organiza-
tion where you work or another organization where you might work. The 
word "organization" refers to an entire company, school, association, or 
club. The word "manager" or "boss" refers to the person that you report 
to, or who is responsible for your performance. Phrases like "top levels" 
or "higher ups" refer to top levels of management, those in charge of 
running large parts of the organization or the entire organization. 
I. YOUR ORGANIZATION: Please answer each question in terms of 
how things ARE at your organization, rather than 
things are.~his is not a satisfaction survey. 
number under the column that best shows how much 
statement. 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 = Somewhat Agree 
3 = In the Middle 
4 Somewhat Disagree 
5 Strongly Disagree 
how you FEEL about how 
Please circle the 
you agree with each 
Stronqly somewhat In tha somewhat Stronqly 
Aqree Aqree Middle Disaqrea Disaqree 
1. My boss expects me to work hard •••••••• 1 
2. People do not get praised here ••••••••• 1 
3. This organization does not want new 
ideas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
4. Effort and loyalty are acknowledged 
here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
5. People can not trust each other here ••• 1 
6. We have easy access to records of 
clients and customers here ••••••••••••• 1 
7. There are tight deadlines here ••••••••• 1 
8. The "high ups" in this organization 
do what they say ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
9. There is not much pressure in this 
organization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
10. My manager confides in me ••••••••••••• 1 
11. There is recognition from the top 
levels here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
12. This organization invents new things •• 1 
13. We are not very active in trying to 
keep customers or clients ••••••••••••• 1 
14. This organizations only blames people. 1 
15. People are told to work faster here ••• 1 
16. Promotions are given to the best 
people. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
17. People care about how others are doing 1 
18. The higher levels of this organization 
decide most things •••••••••••••••••••• 1 
19. Equipment that is needed for service 
is available. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
20. There is little team spirit here •••••• 1 
21. Front line service providers here have 
a good understanding of the customer •• 1 
22. Fair principles are not practiced here 1 
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I. YOUR ORGANIZATION (continued) 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 Somewhat Agree 
3 = In the Middle 
4 Somewhat Disagree 
5 Strongly Disagree 
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stronqly Somewhat In the Somewhat Stronqly 
Agree Aqre• Mi4dl• Diaaqree Diaaqrea 
23. There is no planning for how we 
deliver our services to our clients ••• 1 
24. The quality of my work is determined 
by me. • • . • • • • • • • • . • . • • • • • • • • • • . • • • . . • • 1 
25. Performance is rated fairly here •••••• 1 
26. People here have little freedom in how 
they do their work •••••••••••••••••••• 1 
27. People deserve what they get here ••••• 1 
28. Better ways of doing our work are 
valued................................ 1 
29. The work load is not heavy here ••••••• 1 
30. Those who provide service here follow 
rules and procedures •••••••••••••••••• 1 
31. Those who provide the best service 
here get rewarded ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
32. People do not work together ••••••••••• 1 
33. My manager decides when I do things ••• 1 
34. Staffing levels are not sufficient for 
providing good service •••••••••••••••• 1 
35. People support each other here •••••••• 1 
36. coworkers help each other out here •••• 1 
37. People "stab each other in the back" •• 1 
38. Others tell me what I have done well •• 1 
39. People here seldom change anything •••• 1 
40. I make most of my own work decisions •• 1 
41. My boss encourages creativity in my 
job. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
42. I can find the help that I need in 
this organization ..................... 1 
43. Learning from mistakes is not 
tolerated here. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
44. People can trust top management here •• 1 
45. We often design new ways to serve our 
clientele. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
46. Managers are ready to help when you 
need it. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
47. There is a feeling of togetherness in 
our work here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
48. Managers in this place have favorites. 1 
49. No one cares if I am successful here •• 1 
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II. ANOTHER ORGANIZATION WHERE YOU COULD WORK: 
Please think of another place where you would be likely to be hired if 
you chose to work there. Answer each question as if you were in this 
other job and other organization. Do not answer in terms of an ideal 
job or organization because this will be asked in the next section. 
Please circle the number under the column that best shows how much you 
agree with each statement. Please take a moment to think about the 
alternative job and what this other organization would be like. 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 = Somewhat Agree 
3 In the Middle 
4 Somewhat Disagree 
5 Strongly Disagree 
Stronqly Somewhat In tha Somewhat Stronqly 
Aqree Aqraa Middle Diaaqraa Diaaqrae 
1. I could get this other job easily •••••• 1 
2. It is easy for me to imagine what this 
other job is like •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
3. My boss expects me to work hard •••••••• 1 
4. People do not get praised here ••••••••• 1 
5. This organization does not want new 
ideas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
6. Effort and loyalty are acknowledged 
here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
7. People can not trust each other here ••• 1 
8. We have easy access to records of 
clients and customers here ••••••••••••• 1 
9. There are tight deadlines here ••••••••• 1 
10. The "high ups" in this organization 
do what they say •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
11. There is not much pressure in this 
organization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
12. My manager confides in me ••••••••••••• 1 
13. There is recognition from the top 
levels here........................... 1 
14. This organization invents new things •• 1 
15. We are not very active in trying to 
keep customers or clients ••••••••••••• 1 
16. This organizations only blames people. 1 
17. People are told to work faster here ••• 1 
18. Promotions are given to the best 
people. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
19. People care about how others are doing 1 
20. The higher levels of this organization 
decide most things •••••••••••••••••••• 1 
21. Equipment that is needed for service 
is available. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
22. There is little team spirit here •••••• 1 
23. Front line service providers here have 
a good understanding of the customer •• 1 
24. Fair principles are not practiced here 1 
25. There is no planning for how we 
deliver our services to our clients ••• 1 
26. The quality of my work is determined 
by me. • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • . • • • • . . 1 
27. Performance is rated fairly here •••••• 1 
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II. ANOTHER ORGANIZATION WHERE YOU COULD WORK 
(continued) 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 = Somewhat Agree 
3 In the Middle 
4 Somewhat Disagree 
5 = Strongly Disagree 
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Stronqly Som-bat In tha SOii-bat Stronqly 
Aqrae Aqrae Middle Disaqraa Disaqree 
28. People here have little freedom in how 
they do their work •••••••••••••••••••• 1 
29. People deserve what they get here ••••• 1 
30. Better ways of doing our work are 
valued. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
31. The work load is not heavy here ••••••• 1 
32. Those who provide service here follow 
rules and procedures •••••••••••••••••• 1 
33. Those who provide the best service 
here get rewarded ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
34. People do not work together ••••••••••• 1 
35. My manager decides when I do things ••• 1 
36. Staffing levels are not sufficient for 
providing good service ••••••••••••••.• 1 
37. People support each other here •••••••• 1 
38. Coworkers help each other out here •••• 1 
39. People "stab each other in the back" •• 1 
40. Others tell me what I have done well •• 1 
41. People here seldom change anything •••• 1 
42. I make most of my own work decisions •• 1 
43. My boss encourages creativity in my 
job. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
44. I can find the help that I need in 
this organization ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
45. Learning from mistakes is not 
tolerated here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
46. People can trust top management here •• 1 
47. We often design new ways to serve our 
clientele. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
48. Managers are ready to help when you 
need it. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
49. There is a feeling of togetherness in 
our work here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
50. Managers in this place have favorites. 1 
51. No one cares if I am successful here •• 1 
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III. THE WAY YOU PREFER THINGS TO BE WHERE YOU 
WORK: Please think of how you would like things to be in an ideal 
working situation. Please answer each question in terms of how things 
WOULD BE in the best working situation for you. Please circle the number 
under the column that best shows how much you agree with each statement. 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 Somewhat Agree 
3 = In the Middle 
4 = Somewhat Disagree 
5 Strongly Disagree 
Stronqly Somewhat In tha Somewhat Stronqly 
Aqrae Aqraa Middle Diaaqree Dieaqraa 
1. My boss expects me to work hard •••••••• 1 
2. People do not get praised here ••••••••• 1 
3. This organization does not want new 
ideas. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
4. Effort and loyalty are acknowledged 
here. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
5. People can not trust each other here ••• 1 
6. We have easy access to records of 
clients and customers here ••••••••••••• 1 
7. There are tight deadlines here ••••••••• 1 
8. The "high ups" in this organization 
do what they say ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
9. There is not much pressure in this 
organization. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
10. My manager confides in me ••••••••••••• 1 
11. There is recognition from the top 
levels here .•.•.•.•..•.•...•........•• 1 
12. This organization invents new things •• 1 
13. We are not very active in trying to 
keep customers or clients ••••••••••••• 1 
14. This organizations only blames people. 1 
15. People are told to work faster here ••• 1 
16. Promotions are given to the best 
people. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
17. People care about how others are doing 1 
18. The higher levels of this organization 
decide most things •••••••••••••••••••• 1 
19. Equipment that is needed for service 
is available. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
20. There is little team spirit here •••••• 1 
21. Front line service providers here have 
a good understanding of the customer •• 1 
22. Fair principles are not practiced here 1 
23. There is no planning for how we 
deliver our services to our clients ••• 1 
24. The quality of my work is determined 
by me. • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • . . • • • • • . . • • • 1 
25. Performance is rated fairly here •••••• 1 
26. People here have little freedom in how 
they do their work •••••••••••••••••••• 1 
27. People deserve what they get here ••••• 1 
28. Better ways of doing our work are 
valued................................ 1 
29. The work load is not heavy here ••••••• 1 
30. Those who provide service here follow 
rules and procedures •••••••••••••••••• 1 
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III. THE WAY YOU PREFER THINGS TO BE WHERE YOU 
WORK (continued) 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 Somewhat Agree 
3 = In the Middle 
4 Somewhat Disagree 
5 Strongly Disagree 
Stronqly Som-hat In the So•-hat Stronqly 
Aqrea Aqree Middle Diaaqr•• Diaaqree 
31. Those who provide the best service 
here get rewarded ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
32. People do not work together ••••••••••• 1 
33. My manager decides when I do things ••• 1 
34. Staffing levels are not sufficient for 
providing good service •••••••••••••••• 1 
35. People support each other here •••••••• 1 
36. Coworkers help each other out here •••• 1 
37. People "stab each other in the back" •• 1 
38. Others tell me what I have done well •• 1 
39. People here seldom change anything •••• 1 
40. I make most of my own work decisions •• 1 
41. My boss encourages creativity in my 
job. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
42. I can find the help that I need in 
this organization ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
43. Learning from mistakes is not 
tolerated here. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
44. People can trust top management here •• 1 
45. We often design new ways to serve our 
clientele............................. 1 
46. Managers are ready to help when you 
need it. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
47. There is a feeling of togetherness in 
our work here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
48. Managers in this place have favorites. 1 
49. No one cares if I am successful here •• 1 
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IV. YOUR ORGANIZATION: Please answer each question in terms 
of how you feel about your organization. Please circle the number under 
the column that best shows how much you agree with each statement. 
1 = Strongly Agree 
2 = Somewhat Agree 
3 = In the Middle 
4 Somewhat Disagree 
5 strongly Disagree 
Stronqly SOii-bat 
AQ'r•• Aqr•• 
1. I would not miss my coworkers here if I 
I worked somewhere else •••••••••••••.•• 1 2 
2. I could not imagine working for another 
organization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 
3. I should never have come to work here •. 1 2 
4. I perform better because of this 
organization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 
5. It would be easy for me to switch to 
another employer ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 
6. I think seriously about quitting ••••••• 1 2 
7. I work harder than normal because I 
would like to see this organization do 
well. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
8. What the organization seeks to do and 
what I seek to do are similar •••••••••• 1 
9. I do not see much point in staying here 
for ever. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
10. I am ~irm~y rooted in this 
organi.zat ion. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
11. It would take a long time to get to 
know another organization as well as I 
know this one. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
12. It makes me feel good to be a part of 
this place rather than another •••••••• 1 
13. My benefits at another employer would 
not be much less than here •••••••••••• 1 
14. I feel that I am part of this 
organization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
15. I have taken steps toward finding a 
job with another employer ••••••••••••• 1 
16. This organization's methods of 
managing its people do not seem right. 1 
17. I have too much invested here to leave 
for another place ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 
18. The cost would be great to find 
another job somewhere else •••••••••••• 1 
19. I would do almost anything to keep 
working here. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
20. There are some things about working 
here that make it easier for me to 
stay. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
21. It is hard for me to get started in 
new jobs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
22. I care about the success of this 
organization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
23. This is the best organization for me 
to work for . ............. " . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
24. I feel allegiance toward this 
organization. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
25. I would tell a friend that this is a 
good place to work •••••••••••••••••••• 1 
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IV. YOUR ORGANIZATION: (continued) 
1 Strongly Agree 
2 = Somewhat Agree 
3 = In the Middle 
4 Somewhat Disagree 
5 Strongly Disagree 
A - F. I plan to be working for this organization ••• 
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Stronqly so ..... hat In tha somawhat Stronqly 
Aqree Aqree Niddla Diaaqree Diaaqree 
A. three months from now . ............... 1 2 3 4 5 
B. six months from now . ................. 1 2 3 4 5 
c. one year from now . ...............•... 1 2 3 4 5 
D. two years from now . .................. 1 2 3 4 5 
E. five years from now • ••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 
F. until retirement ..................... 1 2 3 4 5 
V. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION: we need to ask a few questions 
about yourself for classification purposes. All information is 
anonymous and can not be associated with your name. 
1. How much education have you completed? (check one) 
Grade School 
Junior High 
High School 
Some College (no degree) 
Associates Degree 
Bachelors Degree 
Masters Degree 
Doctoral Degree 
2. Are you male or female? (check one) 
3. 
Female 
Male 
What is your 
10 to 19 
20 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 
50 to 59 
60 to 69 
70 to 79 
80 or more 
age? (check one) 
4. How many years have you been with your current employer? 
#of years __ 
5. What is your job title, or what type of job do you have in your 
organization? 
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V. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION (continued) 
6. What city or site do you work at? 
7. If you manage a staff or supervise others, how many people are you 
responsible for? That is, how many people report either directly to you 
or through others to you? 
___ People 
8. What is the name of the department that you work in? 
9. What is the name of the smallest group that you work in? For exam-
ple, some departments are divided into sections or teams. What section, 
team, or specialization do work within if any? 
10. What is the name of the largest group that you work in (smaller than 
the entire organization)? For example, departments, teams, shifts, etc. 
are often grouped into larger departments or divisions or regions or 
branches, etc. 
APPENDIX C 
CLIMATE ITEMS BY CATEGORY 
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Autonomy 
1. I make most of my own work decisions. 
2. My manager decides when I do things. (r) 
3. People here have little freedom in how they do their 
work. (r) 
4. The higher levels of this organization decide most 
things. (r) * 
5. The quality of my work is determined by me. * 
Cohesion 
6. Coworkers help each other out here. 
7. There is little team spirit here. (r) 
8. People do not work together. (r) 
9. People care about how others are doing. 
10. There is a feeling of togetherness in our work here. 
Trust 
11. People "stab each other in the back" here. (r) 
12. My manager confides in me. 
13. The "high ups" in this organization do what they say. 
14. People can not trust each other here. (r) 
15. People can trust top management here. 
Pressure 
16. People are told to work faster here. 
17. There is not much pressure in this organization. (r) 
18. My boss expects me to work hard. 
19. The work load is not heavy here. (r) 
20. There are tight deadlines here. 
Support 
21. People support each other here. 
22. Managers are ready to help when you need it. 
23. I can find the help that I need in this organization. 
24. No one cares if I am successful here. (r) 
25. Learning from mistakes is not tolerated here. (r) 
Recognition 
26. People do not get praised here. (r) 
27. There is recognition from the top levels here. 
28. Others tell me what I have done well here. 
29. Effort and loyalty are acknowledged here. 
30. This organization only blames people. (r) 
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Fairness 
31. Performance is rated fairly here. 
32. Managers in this place have favorites. (r) 
33. People deserve what they get here. 
34. Promotions are given to the best people. 
35. Fair principles are not practiced here. (r) 
Innovation 
36. This organization does not want new ideas. (r) 
37. My boss encourages creativity in my job. 
38. People here seldom change anything. (r) 
39. Better ways of doing our work are valued. 
40. This organization invents new things. 
Service 
41. Equipment that is needed for service is available. 
42. Front line service providers here have a good 
understanding of the customer. 
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43. We have easy access to records of customers or clients 
here. * 
44. Staffing levels are not sufficient for providing good 
service. (r) 
45. We are not very active in trying to keep customers or 
clients. (r) 
46. Those who provide the best service here get rewarded. 
47. There is no planning for how we deliver our services to 
our clients. (r) 
48. We often design new ways to serve our clientele. 
49. Those who provide service here follow rules and 
procedures. 
Note. Items marked with "(r)" have been reverse worded to 
avoid response bias and balance against random responding. 
* These items were dropped from the scale to improve 
internal reliability. 
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COMMITMENT ITEMS BY CATEGORY 
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Affective Commitment Items 
1. I would tell a friend that this is a good place to work. 
2. I work harder than normal because I would like to see 
this organization do well. 
3. I feel allegiance toward this organization. 
4. I would do anything to keep working here. 
5. What the organization seeks to do and what I seek to do 
are similar. 
6. I feel that I am a part of this organization. 
7. I could not imagine working for another organization. 
8. I perform better because of this organization. 
9. I am firmly rooted in this organization. 
10. It makes me feel good to be a part of this place rather 
than another. 
11. I do not see much point in staying here forever. 
12. This organization's methods of managing its people do 
not seem right to me. 
13. I care about the success of this organization. 
14. This is the best organization for me to work for. 
15. I should never have come to work here. 
Continuance Commitment Items 
1. I have too much invested here to leave for another 
place. 
2. It would be easy for me to switch to another employer. 
(r) 
3. The cost would be great to find another job somewhere 
else. 
4. I would not miss my coworkers here if I worked 
somewhere else. (r) 
5. It would take a long time to get to know another 
organization as well as I know this one. 
6. My benefits at another employer would not be much less 
than here. (r) 
7. It is hard for me to get started in new jobs. 
8. There are some things about working here that make it 
easier for me to stay. 
9. I have taken steps toward finding a job with another 
employer. (r) 
10. I think seriously about quitting. (r) 
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APPENDIX E 
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS PATTERN MATRIX FOR COMMITMENT ITEMS 
Note. Items are abbreviated as "M" followed by the sequence 
number on the questionnaire. For example, M21 is "It is 
hard for me to get started in new jobs". 
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APPENDIX F 
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS PATTERN MATRIX FOR CLIMATE ITEMS 
Note. Variable names are abbreviated such that "C" stands 
for current climate and the number following represents the 
sequence number of the item in that section of the 
questionnaire. For example, C20 is "there is little team 
spirit here". 
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FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 
Cl 0.07 0.56 -0.02 -0.08 0.02 
C2 0.67 -0.09 0.02 -0.02 -0.10 
C3 0.53 0.07 0.10 0.25 -0.09 
C4 0.65 0.02 -0.18 -0.07 0.25 
cs 0.51 -0.02 -0.11 -0.25 -0.28 
C6 0.25 0.12 0.20 -0.12 0.01 
C7 0.01 0.62 -0.12 -0.06 0.26 
CB 0.56 0.21 -0.13 0.02 0.27 
C9 -0.14 0.63 0.20 -0.15 -0.22 
ClO 0.44 -0.01 0.20 -0.14 0.42 
Cll 0.65 0.11 -0.14 -0.03 0.23 
C12 0.38 -0.09 -0.02 0.36 -0.01 
C13 0.34 0.22 0.18 0.33 -0.29 
C14 0.56 -0.07 0.13 0.11 -0.09 
C15 -0.33 0.48 -0.29 -0.01 0.14 
C16 0.63 -0.01 -0.10 -0.21 0.19 
C17 0.69 -0.07 -0.12 -0.16 -0.08 
C18 0.29 -0.20 0.15 -0.29 -0.09 
C19 0.52 0.14 -0.13 0.20 0.10 
C20 0.72 0.08 0.06 -0.14 -0.18 
C21 0.42 -0.03 -0.24 0.28 -0.13 
C22 0.69 0.01 0.03 -0.15 0.01 
C23 0.44 0.20 0.02 0.45 -0.15 
C24 0.20 -0.06 0.12 0.24 0.43 
C25 0.74 -0.07 -0.08 -0.08 0.14 
C26 0.36 -0.06 0.53 0.05 0.05 
C27 0.60 -0.03 -0.21 -0.01 0.21 
C28 0.66 0.11 0.01 0.17 0.14 
C29 -0.07 0.74 0.21 -0.16 -0.05 
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FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 
C30 0.57 0.07 -0.20 0.17 0.03 
C31 0.72 0.02 -0.21 -0.02 0.01 
C32 0.71 0.02 -0.07 -0.05 -0.24 
C33 0.33 -0.03 0.64 -0.11 -0.01 
C34 0.39 -0.25 0.01 0.23 -0.10 
C35 0.73 0.02 -0.07 -0.21 -0.20 
C36 0.66 0.02 -0.14 -0.15 -0.29 
C37 0.61 -0.03 0.02 -0.33 -0.22 
C38 0.58 -0.01 -0.10 -0.07 0.04 
C39 0.47 0.25 0.18 0.18 -0.30 
C40 0.24 -0.03 0.65 0.03 0.29 
C41 0.56 0.00 0.35 -0.07 0.23 
C42 0.72 -0.04 -0.01 0.11 0.07 
C43 0.51 -0.02 0.33 0.21 -0.12 
C44 0.70 0.06 -0.09 -0.07 0.18 
C45 0.51 0.08 -0.08 0.49 -0.05 
C46 0.75 -0.03 -0.11 0.12 0.13 
C47 0.81 -0.04 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 
C48 0.56 -0.13 -0.04 -0.28 -0.01 
C49 0.76 -0.01 0.08 -0.13 -0.06 
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